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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Research Problem 
The search for effectiveness in organizational systems is a central 
theme in organization theory. This search is concentrated in several 
areas of organizational behavior. Some of the more influential organ­
izational theorists have examined the role that specialization of tasks 
(Taylor, 1911; Weber, 1947), rational and legit-jwgte authority (Weber, 
1947), interpersonal relations (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939), co­
operative action (Barnard, 1938), motivation (Barnard, 1938; Simon, 
1947), decision-making (Simon, 1957), interdependence of organizational 
subsystems and organizational-environmental relations (Parsons, 1956a; 
Gouldner, 1959; Katz and Kahn, 1966; Thompson, 1967) and compliance to 
authority (Etzicni, 1975) play in promoting effective and efficient 
organizations. 
While this search has preoccupied organizational theory, the effec­
tiveness or organizational systems is also constantly being evaluated by 
internal components of the systems and by their task environment compo­
nents which are relevant to goal setting and goal attainment (Thompson, 
1957:83). "Internal cexponents" refer to individuals and groups within 
organizations who perform diverse tasks and participate in making criti­
cal decisions that impact on organizational operations and success. Task 
environment components include individuals, groups, and organizations 
that are the source of organizational inputs and the recipients of organ­
izational outputs (Dill, 1958; Thompson, 1967). Because organizational 
/ 
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survival is in part dependent upon a constant inflow of resources and 
information, these task environment components are directly linked to the 
behavior and performance of organizations. 
One of the critical problems in organizational effectiveness re­
search involves reconciling the frames of reference from which internal 
system components and task environment components view organizational be­
havior in the analysis of organizational effectiveness (Bass, 1952; Thomp 
son, 1967; Friedlander and Pickle, 1968). This problem prevails despite 
the increasing recognition of the importance of internal and external 
organizational components for determining organizational "well-being" 
(Parsons, 1956a; Katz and Kahn, 1966; Thompson, 1967; Pennings and Good­
man, 1977). The resolution to this problem would require an analysis of 
organizational effectiveness from the frames of reference of the organ­
ization and the larger system (communal-societal) of which the organiza­
tion is a part. 
The primary objective of this dissertation is to synthesize the 
organizational and ccsamunal-societal frames of reference, that are in­
formally used to assess organizational performance, in a systematic 
analysis of organizational effectiveness by: (1) advancing a ccanprehen-
sive conceptual framework which treats organizational effectiveness as 
a construct composed of internal and external organizational properties 
and (2) testing models, derived from the framework, of total systsn, 
internal, and external effectiveness. Additional objectives of the 
present study will follow discussions on the importance of organiza­
tional effectiveness research, the status of past research, and polemics 
and limitations of past research. 
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The Importance of Research on Organizational Effectiveness 
Formal organizations are pervasive systans of social action in 
modem society. They are deliberately constructed to engage in contin­
uous and purposive actions directed toward achieving specific objectives. 
Modem society depends upon formal organizations to play specialized 
roles within the framework of institutional systems that have as their 
aims: (1) the production and distribution of goods and services; (2) 
the socialization of people to perform roles that are necessary for soci­
etal maintenance and survival; (3) the creation and application of knowl­
edge to existing societal problems; and (4) the control and management 
of societal resources, people and other subsystems (Katz and Kahn, 1966: 
112). This dependence is based on the ability of formal organizations 
to coordinate a large number of human actions in the pursuit of goals 
that are beyond the reach of other systems of social action. The perva­
siveness of organizations in our society is captured in the following 
statementi 
Our society is an organizational society. We are bom in 
organizations, and most of us spend much of our lives work­
ing for organizations. We spend much of our leisure time 
paying, playing, and praying in organizations. Most of us 
will die in an organization, and when the time cones for 
burial, the largest organization of all--the state--must 
grant official permission. (Etzioni, 1964:1) 
It is important for social scientists to understand the complex 
and dynamic nature of organizations and to specify how organizations 
mobilize their centers of action, both internally and externally, to 
achieve specific objectives because of the dominant place which organ­
izations occupy in modern society. This understanding is also important 
4 
because of its potential applicability in specific organizational set­
tings and for designing and implementing procedures to improve organiza­
tional operations and effectiveness. However, acquiring an understand­
ing of what makes an organization effective and the potential applica­
bility of this understanding depends upon the capacity of organizational 
theory and research to specify those factors which define as well as 
determine organizational effectiveness. To a great extent, organiza­
tional theory and effectiveness research have been unable to clearly spec­
ify these factors or even differentiate between those variables which 
define and determine organizational effectiveness (Katz and Kahn, 1966; 
Campbell, 1977; Kahn, 1977). 
Thus, one of the most immediate and significant contributions that 
theoretical and empirical research can make toward increasing our under­
standing of organizations and what makes them effective or ineffective 
is clarifying the conceptual and empirical domain of the organizational 
effectiveness construct. Evan (1976:15) has noted that: 
Notwithstanding the burgeoning literature in organizational 
theory, it still suffers from a dearth of propositions with 
predictive and explanatory power. One of the underlying 
causes of this state of affairs is the striking neglect--
almost systematic—of the problem of conceptualizing and 
measuring organizational effectiveness. This is indeed 
ironic, since a formal organization is by definition delib­
erately created to achieve one or more specified objectives. 
To compound this irony, one of the basic models in the 
field—Weber's (1947) rational-legal bureaucracy—postulates 
that it is the most "efficient" form of organization. 
Improving our conceptualization and measurement of organizational 
effectiveness will enable the construction of more accurate and precise 
theories of organization that have implications for applied scientists 
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and organizational practitioners who are seeking better methods and 
techniques to improve organizational performance. The methods and tech­
niques that organizational practitioners, especially decision-makers, 
presently employ to improve organizational operations and effectiveness 
are distilled from theories of organization and specific models of 
organizational effectiveness. 
The Status of Past Research 
The primary motivation for conducting the present study evolved 
from a desire to understand the relationship between internal and exter­
nal conceptual cexponents of the organizational effectiveness construct 
and to assess the magnitude of individual and joint effects of selected 
internal and external organizational cmponents on goal attainment as 
defined in terms of productivity and impact. The present study builds 
on the contribution of past research, therefore, it is both appropriate 
and necessary to discuss the status of past research. This discussion 
is organized around two topics: (1) organizational perspectives and con­
ceptual approaches to organizational effectiveness and (2) selected 
studies of organizational effectiveness which are most relevant to the 
research problem under examination. 
Organizational effectiveness research has been guided by two basic 
models of organization, the rational and social systems models (Ghorpade, 
1971; Price, 1972a; Evan, 1976; Scott, 1977). The latter model is broad 
in scope and enccanpasses a variety of related approaches to assessing 
organizational effectiveness. 
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The following assumptions are explicitly associated with the 
rational perspective. First, organizations are conceived as rational 
instruments deliberately designed to achieve specific goals that have 
been clearly formulated and defined by organizational decision-makers. 
Secondly, organizational components (i.e., individuals, departments, and 
activities) can be controlled and manipulated to suit the aims of the 
organization. Finally, the ultimate criterion or standard for assess-
organizational effectiveness should be goal attainment (Ghorpade, 1970: 
32). The latter assumption is consistent with Etzioni's (1964:8) widely 
noted definition of organizational effectiveness as "the degree to 
which an organization realizes its goals". This means that the greater 
the degree to which an organization achieves its goals, the greater its 
effectiveness (Price, 1972a;3). Ghorpade (1970:32-33) summarizes the 
rationalist criteria of organizational effectiveness in the following 
manner : 
Researchers influenced by the rational model have commonly 
derived criteria of effectiveness from organizational 
goals. Focus upon goals flows logically from conception 
of the organization as a rational, goal attainment machine 
or instrument. The most common practice has been to arrive 
at organizational goals from a wide variety of formal data , 
such as official documents, work activity records, organ­
izational outputs, and statements by organizational spokes­
men. 
Further, Ghorpade (1970:30) cites three reasons why some researchers 
have followed the rationalist model in assessing organizational effec­
tiveness. First, the use of goals as criteria of effectiveness directs 
the researcher's attention to the planned and purposive activities of 
the organization. Secondly, the approach is considered to be "value 
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free" because the use of goals as criteria supposedly aids in excluding 
the values of the researcher carrying out the study. The final reason 
has to do with what appears to be the overt simplicity of the approach 
in that all the researcher is required to do is canpile a list of goals 
which are normally found in the charters and formal documents of the 
organization. 
Organizational analysts who have conducted research on organiza­
tional effectiveness from a social systems' perspective tend to view 
organizations as subsystems of a larger system (community-society) 
capable of achieving specified goals but simultaneously engaging in 
multifunctional activities directed toward organizational maintenance or 
survival. That is, only some of the activities of organizations are 
directly related to goal attainment (Parsons, 1956a; Gouldner, 1959; 
Ghorpade, 1971; Scott, 1977). Goal attainment, in a broad sense, is de­
fined as an exchange relationship between the organization and relevant 
elements (i.e., individuals, groups, and organizations) of the larger 
system of which the organization is a part. This is based on the notion 
that the organization generates outputs for these relevant elements in ex­
change for valued environmental resources which enable the organization to 
survive and maintain its viability (Parsons, 1956b; Katz and Kahn, 
1966; Yuctman and Seashore, 1967; Ghorpade, 1971; Steers, 1977a). 
When approaching the study of organizational effectiveness, the 
ability of the organization to survive in its environment becomes a key 
concern of social systems theorists. It is on the basis of organiza­
tional survival that effectiveness criteria are derived. The functional 
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requisites, suggested by Parsons (1951), that social systems, including 
organizations, must meet in order to survive have been adapted by many 
organizational analysts as criteria for assessing organizational effec­
tiveness (Ghorpade, 1970; Mulford et al., 1977a). Turner (1974:39) 
clearly delineates these functional requisites in the following passage; 
Adaptation involves the problem of securing from the en­
vironment sufficient facilities and then distributing these 
facilities throughout the system. Goal attainment refers 
to the problem of establishing priorities among system goals 
and mobilizing system resources for their attainment. Inte­
gration denotes the problem of coordinating and maintaining 
viable interrelationships among system units. Latency em­
braces two related problems: pattern maintenance and tension 
management. Pattern maintenance pertains to the problem of 
how to insure that actors in the social system display "appro­
priate" characteristics (motives, role playing skills, etc.). 
Tension management concerns the problem of dealing with the 
internal tensions and strains of actors in the social system. 
It should be noted that not all social systems theorists have ana­
lyzed organizational effectiveness conceptually or empirically accord­
ing to all of Parsons' functional requisites. Katz and Kahn (1966) and 
Yuctman and Seashore (1967) offer a systems approach to organizational 
effectiveness in which major emphasis is placed oa organization-environ­
ment relations. Katz and Kahn (1966:165) define organizational effec­
tiveness as "the extent to which all forms of energic return to the 
organization are maximized. This is detemined by a canbination of the 
efficiency of the organization as a system and its success in obtaining 
on advantageous terms the inputs it requires." Yuctman and Seashore 
(1967:898) in a similar fashion, define organizational effectiveness in 
terms of an organization's bargaining position, as reflected in the abil 
ity of the organization to exploit its environment in the acquisition 
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of scarce and valued resources. Furthermore, these authors indicate 
that, "the concept of 'bargaining position' implies the exclusion of any 
specified goal (or function) as the ultimate criterion of organizational 
effectiveness" (Yuctman and Seashore, 1967:898). 
Proponents of the contingency choice theory (Lawrence and Lorsch, 
1972; Thompson, 1967; Pennings, 1975; Child, 1975; Pennings and Goodman, 
1977), another system approach to organizational effectiveness, argue that 
the effectiveness of organizations is related to their ability to satisfy 
constraints imposed on them by the environmental contexts in which they 
operate. That is, effective organizations are internally designed to 
buffer against or adapt to constraints imposed by such factors as en­
vironmental variability, technology, and size that may inhibit goal 
attainment. Pennings and Goodman (1977:160) specifically suggest that 
"organizations are effective if relevant constraints can be satisfied 
and if organizational results approximate or exceed a set of referents 
for multiple goals." Referents refer to a set of standards evolving from 
within and outside the organization against which constraints and goals 
are evaluated. 
Selected studies of organization effectiveness 
There are a number of dimensions on which organizational effective­
ness studies vary as well as share similarities. Some of the more im­
portant dimensions include: (1) theoretical model or models (i.e., some 
researchers employ an eclectic approach) which guided the research; (2) 
conceptualization and measurement of organizational effectiveness 
posited; (3) types of organizations studied; (4) nature of the data 
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upon which findings are based (subjective vs. objective); and (5) vari­
ables employed as determinants of organizational effectiveness. The 
studies that are reviewed in this section exhibit differences and simi­
larities on many of these dimensions and, therefore, provide a broad 
overview of the state of research on organizational effectiveness. 
A study conducted by Georgopoulos and Mann (1962) on the effective­
ness of community general hospitals clearly exemplifies the rational or 
goal approach to effectiveness. These researchers indicate that organ­
izational effectiveness refers to how well an organization is achieving 
its objectives. On the basis of this conception the researchers were 
interested in determining the quality of patient cars in ten hospitals. 
Their measures of patient care reflected the quality of nursing care, 
medical care and noncomparative and comparative overall patient care. 
Four categories of respondents in each of the hospitals (medical staff, 
nursing staff, technicians, and administrators) were selected as knowl-
edgeables to evaluate the adequacy of patient care. Price (1972a; b) argues 
that while the measures employed by Georgopoulos and Mann are not gen­
eral measures of effectiveness, they can be adapted to assess effective­
ness in other organizational settings. 
Webb (1974) examined organizational effectiveness in 309 church 
organizations. Organizational effectiveness was defined as the ability 
of organizations to attain their goals. Indices of effectiveness were 
developed through factor analysis of church goals. Five factors were 
identified; (1) internal spiritual growth of membership; (2) external 
involvement of the congregation; (3) special ministries of the church; 
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(4) special services of the church; and (5) growth activities of the 
church. These factors encompassed fourteen goal items which were com­
bined to form an overall measure of effectiveness. Webb looked at the re­
lationship between organizational effectiveness and cohesion, efficiency, 
adaptability, and membership support. Cohesion was defined as a posi­
tive working relationship among members; efficiency—producing a desired 
result while minimizing resources and preventing waste; adaptability--a 
readiness to accept and respond effectively to change; and support--
confidence in the fairness and competence of the organization. Webb 
found that each of these variables was positively and significantly re­
lated to goal attainment. It should be noted that Webb considered all 
of these variables as components of a general model of organizational 
effectiveness, therefore, his research was not guided solely by the 
rational or goal approach. 
Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) followed an open systems approach in their 
study on organizational effectiveness in school district organizations. 
They were primarily interested in determining the effects of selected envi­
ronmental conditions and organizational attributes on organizational effec­
tiveness as defined by goal achievement. The units of analysis in the 
study were 104 school districts in the state of Colorado. Goal achievement 
was measured in terms of reading and mathematic achievement of students in 
the various districts. The environmental variables included school dis­
trict size, fiscal resources, disadvantaged students, percent nonwhite, 
and educational level of population residing in the school districts. The 
organizational variables consisted of pupil-teacher ratio, administrative 
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intensity, professional staff support, and staff qualification. A causal 
model was constructed employing the environmental variables as exogenous 
variables, the organizational variables as intervening variables and 
achievement as the dependent variable. The results of the study revealed 
that only one of the environmental variables, percent nonwhite, had sig­
nificant direct effects on student achievement levels; the other vari­
ables had important indirect effects on achievement through their direct 
effects on the organizational variables. Staff qualification was the only 
organizational variable that fostered achievement. 
Child (1975) conducted a study on the performance of sixty-nine 
profit-making organizations in Britain. Organizational effectiveness was 
implicitly defined as successful performance as reflected in profitabil­
ity and growth in sales. The aim of the study was to test certain prop­
ositions associated with contingency-choice theory which suggest that 
organizational designs which promote effective organizations vary accord­
ing to differences in organizational contexts such as environment, size, 
and technology. Child empirically examined three propositions: (1) in 
conditions of high environmental variability, successful performance is 
dependent upon organizational adaptability in terns of specialized 
activities and low formalization; (2) the shorter the lag time, with re­
gard to change in size and change in organizational design (i.e., special­
ization, formalization, and decision-making), the greater the perform­
ance; and (3) the more an organization is designed to suit the technology 
it employs, the higher the organization's performance. Only the latter 
two propositions were supported by the data analyzed in the study. 
The studies reviewed thus far share one basic canmonality and that 
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is an emphasis on organizational effectiveness as an unidimensional con­
cept defined in terms of goal attainment. However, the measures employed 
to assess goal attainment or effectiveness varied because of the func­
tional difference of the organizations (i.e., health care, church, 
school, and profit making) examined. The studies also differed with re­
gard to the nature of the determinants of organizational effectiveness. 
The Webb study (1974) considered internal determinants of effectiveness 
whereas the Bidwell and Kasarda (1975) and Child (1975) studies focused 
on both internal and external determinants of organizational effective­
ness . 
The following studies that are reviewed emphasize a multidimensional 
conceptualization of effectiveness as well as a multidimensional design 
for the measurement of effectiveness. The studies also focus on inter­
nal and external organizational determinants of effectiveness and cri­
teria for assessing organizational effectiveness. 
Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957:535-536), in a study of station 
units of an industrial organization, defined organizational effective­
ness as "the extent to which an organization as a social system, given 
certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives without incapacitat­
ing its means and resources and without placing undue strain upon its 
members." This conception of organizational effectiveness led the 
authors to propose three general effectiveness criteria that relate to 
the means-ends dimension of organizational behavior. These criteria 
included: (1) productivity; (2) flexibility--in the form of adaptation 
to internally and externally induced clianges; and (3) absence of 
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intra-organizational strain and conflict between individuals and work 
units in the organization. 
The researchers operationalized these criteria in an industrial 
service specializing in the delivery of retail merchandise. Thirty-two 
operational units (stations) of the industrial service located in dif­
ferent metropolitan areas were studied. Productivity was measured on 
the basis of records of performance contained in company-wide records. 
Flexibility was measured by two items, one tapping adaptability to in­
ternal change and the other adaptability to external change. Intra-
organizational strain was measured by a question which asked nonsuper-
visory personnel about the amount of conflict and tension between em­
ployees and supervisors. These variables were combined to form an over­
all measure of organizational effectiveness. The results of the study 
indicated that the variables or criteria were significantly related to 
one another and to overall organizational effectiveness. All relation­
ships were found to be positive with the exception of those involving 
intra-organizational strain. 
The importance of this study, beyond its multidimensional focus, has 
to do with the development of general criteria for assessing effective­
ness across different types of organizations. This was one of the 
first studies to advance general criteria for examining organizational 
effectiveness. 
Priedlander and Pickle (1968) studied the components of effective­
ness in 97 anall business organizations based on a general systems per­
spective. The major assumption underlying their study was that if 
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organizations are to be effective in terms of survival and growth, the 
needs and demands of its employees, owners, and the relevant members of 
the society with whom it transacts (i.e., community, governments, cus­
tomers, suppliers, and creditors) must be fulfilled. Given this assump­
tion, Friedlander and Pickle collected and analyzed data which reflected 
the internal and external components of organizational effectiveness 
in an effort to ascertain the extent of relationship between these com­
ponents. The results of the study indicated that there were only a 
moderate number of relationships between the degree to which the organ­
izations simultaneously satisfied the needs of their internal components 
and the components of the larger system. 
Mahoney and Weitzel (1969) conducted a study which focused on 
managerial perceptions and judgments of organizational effectiveness. 
Eighty-four managers in thirteen companies were asked to describe their 
subordinate organization units (i.e., departments, divisions, sections) 
in terms of their perceptions of 114 specific characteristics that have 
been considered criteria of organizational effectiveness. Factor analy­
sis of the 114 variable assessments indicated 24 dimensions of effec­
tiveness. The dominant dimension isolated was productivity-support-
utilization as reflected by "efficient performance; mutai support and 
respect of supervisors and subordinates: and utilization of personnel 
skills and abilities" (Mahoney and Weitzel, 1969:358). 
Mott's (1972) book entitled The Characteristics of Effective Organ­
izations summarizes research he began in 1958 in which the objectives 
were to define and develop measures of organizational effectiveness 
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and to determine some of the characteristics of effective organizations. 
Organizational effectiveness was defined as "the ability of an organiza­
tion to mobilize its centers of power for action-production and adapta­
tion" (Mott, 1972:17). Production was measured in terms of the quantity 
and quality of organizational outputs and the efficiency with which 
outputs are generated. Adaptation was measured in terms of an organ­
ization's ability to anticipate potential problems, solve problems, and 
accept and adjust to changes. The characteristics of effective organiza­
tions examined included clarity of norms, coordination, level of skills, 
decision-making, leadership and organizational and individual needs. 
Mulford et al. (1977a) analyzed the effectiveness of noneconomic 
service agencies of a nationwide government organization based upon the 
functional requisites that Parsons (1951) theorized every social system 
must meet in order to survive and be effective. The researchers opera­
tionally defined: goal attainment--the degree to which official goals 
are accomplished; adaptation—resource (i.e., funds, personnel, equip­
ment) acquisition; integration--linkages with other local government ser­
vices and with organizations in the private sector, and latency—job 
satisfaction or the degree to which agency coordinators are satisfied 
with their job status and have an interest in their jobs. Mulford et al. 
(1977a) found that all of the measures of effectiveness were positively 
and significantly correlated and indicated that the most effective 
agencies in terms of goal attainment are those securing resources, de­
veloping external linkages, and exhibiting high job satisfaction. An­
other dimension of this study was an empirical examination of selected 
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correlates of effectiveness suggested by Etzioni (1975). These included 
recruitment selectivity, socialization, and communication. Each of 
these variables was found to be important and direct correlates of effec­
tiveness in the service agencies studied. These researchers believe 
that multidimensional frameworks of effectiveness should be developed 
further and empirically examined with both comparative and longitudinal 
data. 
These studies are relevant to the present study in that they point 
to various facets of organizational behavior that should be considered 
as a part of the conceptual and empirical domain of the organizational 
effectiveness construct. What is problematic, however, are the gross in­
consistencies among the studies with regard to defining characteristics 
of organizational effectiveness. Some other limitations and polemics 
of past research will be discussed in the following section. 
The Limitations and Polemics of Past Research 
Organizational effectiveness is a core construct in organizational 
theory and one of the more important practical concerns of organizational 
administrators and managers. Organizational analysts have invested a 
great deal of their resources in theoretical and empirical research to 
determine the underlying causes and defining characteristics of organiza­
tional effectiveness. Since 1970, at least five books have been pub­
lished specifically on organizational effectiveness (Ghorpade, 1971; 
Mott, 1972; Spray, 1976; Steers, 1977a; Goodman and pennings and Associ­
ates, 1977). Despite the massive amount of attention that has been 
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given to the study of organisational effectiveness, there is very little 
consensus among organizational analysts on the conceptual and empirical 
domain of organizational effectiveness. The problem of consensus (or 
the lack of it) is succinctly pointed out by Scott (1977:63-64) in the 
following statement: 
I have reached the conclusion that this topic is one about 
which we know less and less. There is disagreement about 
what properties or dimensions are encompassed by the concept 
of effectiveness. There is disagreement about who does or 
should set the criteria to be employed in assessing effec­
tiveness. There is disagreement about what indicators are to 
be used in measuring effectiveness. And there is a disagree­
ment about what features of organizations should be examined 
in accounting for observed differences in effectiveness. 
This lack of consensus among organizational analysts may not necessarily 
mean that we know less and less about organizational effectiveness, but 
rather what we know is dispersed throughout a variety of competing per­
spectives on the topic. While selective theoretical viewpoints or ori­
entations may intensify our understanding of one or more aspects of 
organizational effectiveness, they tend to inhibit an indepth understand­
ing of the phenomenon and the conceptual and empirical properties that 
it encompasses. 
Theoretical and empirical research has not facilitated our under­
standing of organizational effectiveness consistently across different 
types of organisations and organizational contexts. This may be attrib­
uted to the absence of a definitive definition of organizational effec­
tiveness (Campbell, 1977), problems of measurement (Price, 1972a; b; 
Kirchhoff, 1977; Steers, 1975), and few comparative and longitudinal 
studies. Campbell (1977) has concluded that no definitive definition 
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of organizational effectiveness can be given and suggests that research­
ers should begin to conceive of organizational effectiveness as an under­
lying construct that constitutes a model or theory of what organiza­
tional effectiveness is. 
The functions of such a model would be to identify the 
kinds of variables we should be measuring and to specify 
how these variables, or ccanponents, of effectiveness are 
interrelated. (Campbell, 1977:18) 
This kind of approach would lead researchers away from unidimensional 
measurement models to multidimensional measurement models. Steers (1975) 
has been critical of unidimensional measurement models because it is 
difficult to defend the use of certain variables alone as conprehensive 
or even adequate measures of organizational effectiveness. Steers (1975) 
advocates the use of multidimensional measurement models because they in­
clude varied facets of organizational behavior that may be underlying 
dimensions of organizational effectiveness and generally account for a 
greater proportion of the variance in effectiveness. 
The problem of measurement, however, is not solved solely by the use 
of multidimensional models. Measures of effectiveness, whether unidimen­
sional or multidimensional, should be general if theory development is one 
of the primary aims of research on effectiveness (Price, 1972a; Evan, 1976). 
Price (1972a;7) notes that: 
the absence of general measures is serious because it hinders 
the development of theory. The existence of general measures 
promotes measurement standardization; measurement standardiza­
tion, in turn, facilitates comparison; and comparison, in turn, 
furthers the development of theory. 
The striking absence of comparative and longitudinal studies has also 
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inhibited our understanding of organizational effectiveness. Compara­
tive effectiveness research on different types of organizations would 
provide evidence on the spatial generalizability of models of effective­
ness and measurement criteria. Longitudinal research would provide evi­
dence on the temporal generalizability of effectiveness models and meas­
urement criteria. It is important to know whether posited correlates 
of effectiveness and relationships between components of effectiveness 
are found to exist across organizations and organizational contexts and 
over time. This evidence would lend support or nonsupport for theories 
and models of organizational effectiveness. 
One of the crucial problems which underlies conceptualizing and 
measuring organizational effectiveness has to do with the perspective 
from which organizational effectiveness should be assessed. That is, 
should organizational effectiveness be assessed from the perspective 
of the organization itself (i.e., ox-mers, managers, employees) or from 
that of the larger system (community-society) or task environment of 
which the organization is a part (Bass, 1952; Katz and Kahn, 1966; 
Friedlander and Pickle, 1968; Kahn, 1977) or from both perspectives? 
This problem has not been adequately addressed by organizational ana­
lysts. Most organizational analysts have focused on assessing organ­
izational effectiveness from the perspective of the organization without 
sufficient theoretical justification for doing so if one subscribes to 
the view that organizations are functional units of a larger social 
system (Parsons, 1956a). 
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Objectives of the Study 
The general objective of this study is twofold: (1) to develop a 
better understanding of the conceptual and empirical domain of the organ­
izational effectiveness construct and (2) to formulate a ccmprehensive 
explanation of organizational effectiveness that gives consideration to 
the organization's internal and external environment. This general ob­
jective is to be accomplished by examining the effectiveness of a set 
of community service organizations based on internal (organizational) 
and external (communal-societal) criteria with the view that organiza­
tional effectiveness is reflected in multiple organizational functions 
and outcomes. The internal criteria include: adaptation (task activity 
resources), intra-organizationai commitment, intra-organizational inte­
gration, and productivity. The external criteria include: adaptation 
(system support), extra-organizational commitment, extra-organizational 
integration, and impact. The specific objectives of this study are as 
follows: 
1) To theoretically and empirically examine organizational effec­
tiveness from two frames of reference--organizational and com­
munal-societal. 
2) To identify and develop general measures of internal and exter­
nal dimensions of organizational effectiveness that may be 
applied across various types of organizations. 
3) To theoretically develop and empirically examine three causal mod 
els of organizational effectiveness. The first model will focus 
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on total system effectiveness; the second, internal effective­
ness; and third on external effectiveness. 
This study will contribute to the advancement of organizational 
theory by systematically unifying and categorizing variables posited to 
be within the domain of the organizational effectiveness construct. The 
empirical analysis of the extent of the relationship between these vari­
ables will provide information that can serve as a basis for the re­
finement of effectiveness models and thereby have utility in the prac­
tical world for organizational managers and administrators who are seek­
ing strategies to redesign organization behavior in order to improve 
the effectiveness of their organization. 
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CHAPTER II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
The objective of this chapter is to specify the theoretical frame­
work which underlies this research on organizational effectiveness. The 
framework includes the following elements: (1) a statement of theoret­
ical orientation; (2) a set of theoretical concepts; and (3) a system 
of interrelated propositions. The theoretical orientation provides 
a rationale and justification for the selection of concepts, establish­
ment of propositions, and the methodological procedures developed to 
empirically examine the propositions. The theoretical concepts refer to 
the defining characteristics of organizational effectiveness and the 
system of interrelated propositions posits the relationship between con­
cepts and constitutes multiple models for analyzing organizational effec­
tiveness fran the frames of reference of the organization and the larger 
system (communal-societal) of which the organization is an integral 
part. The theoretical unit of analysis to which the framework refers 
is the formal organization and the empirical units under investigation 
are County Extension Service organizations affiliated with the Iowa Co­
operative Extension Service. 
Theoretical Orientation—A Systems Perspective 
Social systems theory provides a comprehensive schema for analyzing 
the nature, structure, and functioning of human collectivities (i.e., 
societies, communities, organizations and small groups). Human collectiv­
ities are regarded as social systems characterized by patterned 
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activities of a number of individuals that are interdependent, repeated, 
relatively enduring and bounded in space and time (Katz and Kahn, 1966; 
17). The organization as a social system possesses these characteris­
tics but differs from other social systems based on an explicit interest 
in the attainment of specific goals and greater formality of structure 
and process designed to direct actions toward goal attaiiment (Scott, 
1970:312-313). This is indicated by Hall's (1977:23) definition of an 
organization as: 
a collectivity with a relatively identifiable boundary, 
a normative order, ranks of authority, communication sys­
tems, and membership coordinating systems; this collec­
tivity exists on a continuous basis in an environment and 
engages in activities that are usually related to a goal 
or a set of goals. 
There are several variants of social systans theory employed in the 
analysis of social systems (Buckley, 1968) and these variants have led 
to a variety of competing perspectives on organizations and on the con­
ceptual underpinnings of the organizational effectiveness construct. 
The theoretical orientation adopted for the present study is an 
open systems orientation which emphasizes the "openness" of organiza­
tions by focusing on organizational-environmental relations and the inter­
dependence of organizational subsystems. This perspective was chosen be­
cause it is inclusive of a wide variety of conceptual components of 
organizational effectiveness related to the organization's internal and 
external environment and which derive largely from the functional re­
quirements for organizational survival and progress over time. These 
functional requirements include adaptation, latency, integration, and 
goal attainment (Caplow, 1964:125; Ghorpade, 1970:35; Etzioni, 1975:141). 
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Hence, organizational effectiveness is conceptualized as a multidimen­
sional concept as reflected in the ability of organizations to meet 
these functional requirements. This approach to organizational effec­
tiveness, by giving consideration to the organization's internal and ex­
ternal environment, has implications for the analysis of organizational 
effectiveness from the frame of reference of constituents of both en­
vironments. Later in this chapter the functional requirements are form­
ulated and categorized to reflect an internal and external view of organ­
izational effectiveness. 
In sociology, Parsons (1951; 1956a, b; 1960) led in the develop­
ment of the open systems perspective for the study of human collectiv­
ities and also related this perspective to the analysis of organiza­
tions (Katz and Kahn, 1966:8; Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970:113). Katz and 
Kahn (1966) developed a comprehensive theory of organizations based on 
the open systems perspective and many other organizational analysts, 
guided by this perspective, have engaged in theoretical and empirical 
research on varied facets of organizational behavior (Thompson and 
McEwen, 1958; Emery and Trist, 1965; Gross, 1965; Yuctman and Seashore, 
1967; Friedlander and Pickle, 1968; Georgopoulos, 1973; Evan, 1976). 
However, it should be noted that Von Bertalanffy (1950; 1956) was the 
first scholar to fully disclose the importance of human systems being 
open to their environments as a way of distinguishing living from in­
animate systems. 
Open systems theorists approach the organization as a problem-
solving system constantly engaging in input and output transaction of 
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matter, energy, and information with relevant parts of its environment 
(Georgopoulos, 1973:102). Input transactions refer to processes that 
consist of flows of human and material resources (i.e., supplies, equip­
ment, personnel, capital, and information) to the organization from 
other systems. On the other hand, output transactions are processes 
involving the exportation of outputs in the form of products, services, 
and information to other systems. Some organizations export all three 
kinds of output but rarely in equal proportion. Parsons (1956a:65) states 
that the "output of the organization is, for some other system, an input" 
and the cyclic character of input and output transactions serves to func­
tionally link the organization to other systems and as a consequence 
to the larger society as a differentiated subsystem. 
It is theorized that the quantity and quality of input and output 
transactions are related to organizational survival and growth, the under­
lying goals which the organization pursues over time (Parsons. 1956a; 
Katz and Kahn, 1966; Buckley, 1967; Gross, 1968; Georgopoulos, 1973). 
Buckley (1967:50) notes: 
That a system is open means not simply that it engages in 
interchanges with the environment, but that this inter­
change is an essential factor underlying the system's via­
bility, its reproductive ability or continuity, and its 
ability to change. 
In contrast, typical models of organization exemplified by Weber's 
(1947) model of bureaucracy treat the organization as a closed system 
and concentrate on the internal and purposive functions of organizations 
as if they were independent of forces and pressures emanating from the 
environment (Katz and Kahn, 1966:18; Friedlander and Pickle, 1968: 
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190).^ 
The open systems model, while emphasizing the adaptive functions 
of the organization in relating to its environment, also gives consider­
ation to throughput functions or the work that is done in the organiza­
tion which enables the transformation of inputs into outputs for con­
sumption by other systems. Georgopoulos (1973:104) suggests that there 
are several social-psychological processes involved in the conversion 
of inputs into outputs. These include allocating resources, building 
participant commitment to work roles and organizational objectives, co­
ordinating efforts, promoting solidarity and cohesion, and managing 
tensions and strains among organizational subsystems (i.e., individuals, 
work groups and divisions). In addition, Georgopoulos (1973:104) 
argues that: 
An organization may have excellent inputs in terms of 
quality, cost, and amount, but a very poor output because 
these social-psychological processes may be generating 
dysfunctions and problematic outcomes for the system or 
may be taking place in ways which do not optimize effici­
ent performance by the system, its subsystems, or members» 
Thus, it may be concluded that the most viable organizations are those 
which are able to solve critical problems along the input-throughput-
output cycle. 
Viable organizations tend to grow and develop, and according to the 
open systems perspective, growth and development move the organization 
and its subsystems in the direction of differentiation and elaboration. 
As this movement occurs, global functions are replaced by more 
— 
The reader may consult the following sources for detailed discus­
sions of open vs. closed systems approaches to organizational analysis; 
Thcmpson, 1957; Champion, 1975; and Hall, 1977. 
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specialized functions and associated with greater specialization are 
the multiplication and elaboration of organizational roles to fulfill 
these functions (Katz and Kahn, 1966:25). 
This movement toward differentiation and elaboration is captured 
in Parsons' (1960) discussion of suborganizations (i.e., technical, mana­
gerial, and institutional) that characterize the formal organization. 
The technical suborganization is responsible for performing tasks in­
volving the processing of human and/or material resources required to 
accomplish the productivity goals of the organization. The managerial 
suborganization has the responsibility of providing support service to 
the technical suborganization and acts as a mediator between the tech­
nical suborganization and the clientele who utilize the organization's 
products or services. The managerial suborganization also plays a major 
role in procuring and allocating resources which enables the technical 
suborganization to fulfill its function. The institutional suborganiza­
tion engages in activities related to gaining legitimation and support 
for the organization from its external environment which makes possible 
the implementation of the organization's goals. Parsons (1960:63-64) 
indicates that: 
just as the technical organization (at a sufficiently 
high level of the division of labor) is controlled and 
"served" by a managerial organization, so, in turn, is 
the managerial organization controlled by the "institu­
tional" structure and agencies of the ccsnmunity. 
It should be noted that in small scale organizations, where the division 
of labor is not extensive, the same set of personnel may operate at the 
technical, managerial, and institutional levels, however, the functions 
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of these structures remain the same (Katz and Kahn, 1966). 
The open systems model, like the natural systems view of organiza­
tions, assumes that the realization of goals as functions performed by 
the organization for the larger social system is but one of the ends 
to which the organization is oriented (Champion, 1975; Hall, 1977; 
Thompson, 1967; Gouldner, 1959). In addition to goal attainment, the 
organization strives toward maintaining a state of equilibrium and its 
survival. Equilibrium is characterized by interdependent and systemic 
relations between organizational subsystems and exists when each subsys­
tem contributes to the maintenance of other subsystems and when changes 
in one subsystem lead to changes in other subsystems of the organization. 
The equilibrium of the organization is not considered static, but a 
dynamic or moving equilibrium, one of continual adjustment to environ­
mental and internal forces (Kast and Rosenzweig, 1970:125). Both organ­
izational equilibrium and survival can be threatened frcsn within and 
outside the organization because they depend upon the conforming beha­
vior of organizational subsystems (Gouldner, 1959:423) and the ability 
of the organization to import from the environment more resources than 
it expends in the process of transformation and exportation of products 
to other systems (Katz and Kahn, 1966:24). With regard to survival in 
particular, Katz and Kahn (1966:21) argue that: 
To survive, open systems must move to arrest the entropie 
process: they must acquire negative entropy. The entropie 
process is a universal law of nature in which all forms of 
organization move toward disorganization or death. . . . 
The open system, however, by importing more energy from its 
environment than it expends, can store energy and can acquire 
negative entrophy. 
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Hall (1977:55) discusses the merits of viewing organizations as 
either open or closed systems and states that: 
Experience and practice in organizations indicate that 
the environment does play a major role in what happens 
within an organization. Since both input and output 
are directly related to the environment and are major 
components in any analysts, the closed system perspec­
tive is almost by definition, inadequate for a compre­
hensive understanding of organizations. 
Hall (1977:59) concludes that the open systems approach provides a 
broader conceptual scope of organizations which is necessary for both 
a better understanding and managing of organizations. 
The broad scope of the open systems perspective enccmpasses at 
least two distinct but scsnewhat complementary analytical points of de­
parture to assessing organizational effectiveness. One point of depar­
ture is firmly rooted in an organizational frame of reference—effective­
ness from the vantage point of the organization. The other point of 
departure is closely associated with a communal-societal frame of refer­
ence—effectiveness from the point of view of a larger system or some of 
its relevant components. The organizational point of departure leads 
to a consideration of the effectiveness of an organization in relation 
to its own welfare or self-maintenance and consequently very little con­
sideration is devoted to the contributions that the organization makes 
to the well-being of the larger system of which it is part. Thxs pcxnt 
of departure directs one's attention to variables or effectiveness cri­
teria couched in conceptions of organizational effectiveness which sug­
gest, for example, that the most effective organization is one which: 
(1) "given certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives without 
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incapacitating its means and resources and without placing undue strain 
upon its members" (Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, 1957:535-536); (2) max­
imizes varied forms of inputs from other systems (Katz and Kahn, 1966: 
165); and (3) gains the best bargaining position relative to other com­
peting organizations in the acquisition of scarce and valued resources 
(Yuctman and Seashore, 1967:898). 
Katz and Kahn (1966:166), while adopting an organizational frame 
of reference in formulating their conception of organizational effec­
tiveness, indicate that all frames of reference are arbitrary and that 
each is appropriate for sane purposes. However, Yuctman and Seashore 
(1967:895-896) and Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum (1957:535) argue that 
criteria for assessing organizational effectiveness should be derived 
from a common theoretical framework and that the most appropriate frame­
work for examining the concept of organizational effectiveness is that 
of the total organization. Therefore, these scholars are suggesting 
that for theoretical reasons the organizational frame of reference is 
the preferred point of departure for analyzing organizational effective­
ness. 
The communal-societal point of departure is most closely identified 
with Parsonian theory and leads to a concentration on assessment cri­
teria and variables which define organizational effectiveness in terms 
of the contributions that the organization makes to other systems and 
subsequently to a larger system (Yuctman and Seashore, 1967:895; Fried-
lander and Pickle, 1968; Kahn, 1977:245). From this frame of reference, 
the organization is regarded as a functionally differentiated subsystem 
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of a larger system whose basic defining characteristic is a primacy of 
interest in the attainment of a specific goal (Parsons, 1956a). Accord­
ing to Parsons (1956a ; 64-65), goal attainment has implications for the 
gratification of the organization as a total system and the larger system 
of which it is a part. That is, goal attainment has to do with an ex­
change of resources between the organization and other systems in its 
environment which enables the organization to contribute to its own sur­
vival as well as to the maintenance of other systems. 
Parsons (1956a:67-68) further suggests that the value system of the 
organization defines its basic orientation toward other systems and as 
a consequence guides the activities of organizational participants. The 
value system of the organization is seen as a subvalue system of a higher 
order one, given the organization's functional role in the larger social 
system. This is captured in the following quotation; 
Since it has been assumed that an organization is defined 
by the primacy of a type of goal, the focus of its value 
must be the legitimation of this goal in terms of the 
functional significance of its attainment for ths supsr-
ordinate system, and secondly the legitimation of the pri­
macy of this goal over other possible interests and values 
of the organization and its members. Thus the value sys­
tem of a business firm in our society is a version of 
"economic rationality" which legitimizes the goal of eco-
ncsnic production (specified to the requisite level of con-
creteness in terms of particular goods and services). De­
votion of the organization (and hence the resources it 
controls) to production is legitimized as is the mainte= 
nance of the primacy of this goal over other functional 
interests which may arise within the organization. 
(Parsons, 1956a ; 68). 
Thus, Parsons appears to be supporting a ccmmunal-societal frame of ref­
erence by implying that the effectiveness of an organization should be 
judged frcm the standpoint of the function significance of its outputs 
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for other systems which constitute the external environment of the organ­
ization. 
Very few studies of organizational effectiveness take into account 
the communal-societal frame of reference. Notable among these are the 
works of Friedlander and Pickle (1968) and Kilmann and Harden (1976). 
Despite the neglect of the communal-societal frame of reference, the con­
tribution of an organization to the larger system of which it is a part 
is an important component or criterion of overall organizational effec­
tiveness and should be considered in assessments of organizational 
effectiveness (Kahn, 1977:246). Bass (1952:159) suggested some time ago 
that one of the ultimate criteria of organizational success is the de­
gree to which the organization and its members are of value to society. 
The question of whether these two frames of reference are mutually 
exclusive has not been resolved in theory or empirical research. But, 
if one subscribes to the view that the organization, as a system, must 
generate significant and relevant outputs for the larger system in 
order to be the recipients of needed inputs, then this would appear to 
support a claim that the two frames of references are not necessarily 
mutually exclusive. Furthermore, the defining characteristics of organ­
izational effectiveness to which each refers may be considered to fall 
within the substantive conceptual and empirical domain of the organiza­
tional effectiveness construct. However, this is not meant to imply that 
for the purposes of particular theoretical and research enterprises that 
the two frames of reference should not be analytically distinguished, 
but, rather in a comprehensive analysis of organizational effectiveness, 
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consideration should be given to both frames of reference. 
While Parsons (1956a; 1960) tends to stress a communal-societal 
frame of reference in analyzing the functioning or performance of organ­
izations, he has pointed out that all social systems, including organiza­
tions, must meet certain functional imperatives in order to survive 
(Morse, 1961; Hills, 1968). These functional imperatives (i.e., adapta­
tion, latency, integration, and goal attainment) entail many of the basic 
assumptions concerning organizational effectiveness associated with both 
the organizational and communal-societal frames of reference. This 
is clarified in the following section where the functional Imperatives 
are advanced as a basis for developing models of organizational effective­
ness which give consideration to both frames of reference.^  The models 
are addressed to explaining goal attainment and its internal (organiza­
tional) and external (communal-societal) referents as ultimate criteria 
of organizational effectiveness. It should be noted that goal attain­
ment is seen as only one of the conceptual components that constitute 
the domain of overall organizational effectiveness. 
Development of Models 
Goal attainment: Productivity and impact 
Goal attainment is one of the critical problems that systems of 
social action face on a continuous basis as they strive toward maintain­
ing and enhancing their survival capabilities. The goal attainment 
problem involves keeping the system moving steadily toward its goals 
S^ee Figure 2.1 on the following page. 
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(Morse, 1961:113).^  At the core of this problem is task performance 
or the ability of system units to successfully complete the task activ­
ities that are assigned to them. There are three basic preconditions 
for successful task performance and ultimately goal attainment. These 
are: (1) the acquisition of requisite facilities and support from the 
environment; (2) insuring an adequate amount of motivation and commit­
ment to system goals; and (3) achieving and maintaining an appropriate 
degree of solidarity and cohesion among those units directly and indi­
rectly involved in moving the system toward its goals (Morse, 1961). 
In the organizational arena, goal attainment is frequently theo­
rized as a criterion or conceptual component of overall organizational 
effectiveness. Traditionally, it was thought of as the only criterion 
for analyzing organizational effectiveness (Price, 1972a; Etzioni, 1975). 
Refinements in organizational theory, due in large part to the contribu­
tions of scholars working within the open systems framework, have led 
to a consideration of goal attainment as just one of the more important 
defining characteristics of organizational effectiveness. Because goal 
attainment is considered an end to which the organization is oriented, 
many organizational analysts have sought to account for variations in 
goal attainment among organizations in theoretical and empirical re­
search. Goal attainment is often defined in terns of the degree to which 
the organization realizes its official or formally declared objectives 
T^he works of Morse (1961) and Hills (1968) can be consulted for 
a comprehensive svanmarization and interpretation of the functional 
imperatives advanced by Parsons. 
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(Price, 1972a, b; Duncan, 1973; Webb, 1974; Mulford et al., 1977a)The 
implications that goal attainment has for the larger system are not ex­
plicitly treated in most theoretical and operational definitions of the 
term. But Rice (1970:92) notes that organizational goals typically 
represent the conceptualization of organizational members and of the 
community as to what contributions the system should be making to soci­
ety. Therefore, it is logical to assume that when goals are accomplished, 
the well-being of other systems is enhanced. Parsons (1956a:64-65) 
argues that the pursuit of goals is the raison d'etre of organizations 
and defines goal attainment as: 
a relation between a system (in this case a social system) 
and the relevant parts of the external situation in which 
it acts or operates. This relation can be conceived as the 
maximization, relative to the relevant conditions such as 
costs and obstacles, of some category of output of the sys­
tem to objects or systems in the external situation. . . . 
An organization is a system which, as the attainment of its 
goal, "produces" an identifiable something which can be 
utilized in some way by some other system; that is, the out­
put of the organization is, for sane other system, an input. 
Thus; parsons (1956a) gives primary consideration to both the organ­
ization and its environment in his conceptualization of goal attainment. 
More specifically, this definition suggests that as the organization 
realizes its goals through the maximization of outputs, significant 
consequences ensue for the environment in which it functions. These 
consequences occur in the form of goods, services, and/or information 
Perrow (1961) makes an important distinction between organiza­
tional goals when suggesting that some goals (official) represent the 
general purposes of the organization while others (operative) designate 
the outcomes sought through actual operating policies of the organiza­
tion. Methodologically, this study is principally concerned with 
operative goal attainment. 
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which replenishes the environment from which the organization obtains 
the inputs vital to its continued existence and viability. For this rea­
son, goal attainment may be explicitly defined as a relationship between 
the organization and its environment based upon productivity and impact. 
Productivity has been considered by many theorists and researchers 
as an indicator of organizational effectiveness (Georgopoulos and 
Tannenbaum, 1957; Smith and Ari, 1964; Mahoney and Weitzel, 1969; Mott, 
1972; Warren et al., 1976). Productivity is usually defined as "the 
quantity or volume of the major product or service that the organization 
provides" and may be examined at the individual, work group, and organ­
izational levels (Campbell, 1976:36). The primary concern here is with 
organizational productivity and is defined as the combined output (i.e., 
goods, services, and/or information) provided by the organization through 
the totality of tasks performed within the organization. This output 
may be described in terms of the quantity, quality, distribution, and 
efficiency of its production. The latter refers to gaining the greatest 
output for the least cost or input (Mott, 1972:17). Mott (1972) em­
ployed productivity as a component of effectiveness in his studies of 
organizational effectiveness but does not give a precise theoretical def­
inition of productivity. However, he provides an operational definition 
of productivity which addresses the perceived quantity, quality, and 
efficiency of production in the organization. Distribution of produc­
tive output is an important consideration also because it tells some­
thing about the demand for organizational output and the extent to which 
the organization has a competitive edge over other organizations in its 
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task domain. 
Impact has been used rarely in organizational effectiveness studies 
as a general analytic concept, apparently, because of the assumption 
that it does not fit into a common theoretical framework for analyzing 
the well-being of the organization itself (Georgopoulos and Tannenbaum, 
1957). Rather, impact is seen as a measure of the contribution that the 
organization makes to the well-being of other social units. Following 
Parsons' (1956a) definition of goal attainment, organizational impact 
should be viewed as an indicator of the effectiveness of an organization 
as well as the organization's functional significance to the larger sys­
tem of which it is a part. Organizational impact is defined in this 
study in terms of the consequences of output produced fay the organiza­
tion for its task environment or those elements in its environment which 
play a major role in shaping the goal-directed behavior of the organiza­
tion. Impact is often operationally defined in terms of cost/benefit 
ratios or by some measure of clientele fulfillment and satisfaction with 
the output of the organization (Dubin, 1977; Friedlander and Pickle, 
1968). 
In the following sections of this chapter, proposed determinants 
of goal attainment and its referents, productivity and impact, are speci­
fied and formalized in a set of hypotheses and causal models. Emphasis 
is placed on selected factors in the organization's internal and external 
environment that provide a basis for explaining variations in goal attain­
ment, productivity, and impact. These factors are derived frcm the 
other functional imperatives (i.e., adaptation, latency, and integration) 
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that, if met, should make the organization viable and effective. 
Adaptation; Task activity resources and system support 
The adaptive problem is perhaps the most critical problem that 
social systems have to contend with as they work toward the achievement 
of their goals. In general, adaptation has to do with "properly perceiv­
ing and rationally manipulating the object world for the attainment of 
ends" (Morse, 1961:114). This definition implies that social systems, 
to the degree possible, must gain a knowledge and understanding of their 
external situation and proceed to plan strategies for influencing the 
environment or at least adjusting to it so that transactions between 
systems and their environment will facilitate rather than hinder the 
implementation of system goals. 
Adaptation, as an organizational problem, has been defined in a 
number of ways. Two of the most prevalent ways are in terms of; (1) the 
ability of the organization to adjust its standard operating procedures 
in response to internally and externally induced changes (Georgopoulos 
and Tannenbaum, 1957; Mott, 1972; Webb, 1974) and (2) the ability of 
the organization to acquire resources to serve as inputs for organiza­
tional work activities (Katz and Kahn, 1966; Yuctman and Seashore, 1967; 
Ghorpade, 1970; Mulford et al., 1977a). 
In this study, organizational adaptation is defined as the ability 
of the organization to obtain: (1) an adequate supply of task activity 
resources and (2) system support frcsn the environment which gives mean­
ing and legitimation to task activities that are either directly or in­
directly related to goal attainment. Task activity resources generally 
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include personnel, funds, equipment, technology, and information. Sys­
tem support refers to approval of the organization's policies and activ­
ities by elements of its environment, particularly allies, clientele, 
and potential clientele. Approval may come in the form of observable 
actions or attitudes and sentiments which promote the policies and activ­
ities of the organization. This definition of system support is based 
on the work of Easton (1965) who focused on system support as a major 
explanatory variable in analyzing the persistence and outputs of politi­
cal systems. Easton (1965:159) provides an extensive definition of 
system support: 
We can say that A supports B either when A acts on behalf 
of B or when he orients himself favorably toward B. B 
may be a person or group; it may be a goal, ideal, or in­
stitution. 
Easton (1965:159-161) designates supportive actions as overt support and 
supportive attitudes and sentiments as covert support. Easton refers to 
overt support as "observable actions on the part of an individual which 
may contribute to the goals, ideas, institutions, actions or persons" 
and covert support as a "positive frame of mind with respect to others 
or to some object." 
Many organizational analysts do not make a distinction between the 
acquisition of task activity resources and system support and treat them 
as inseparable inputs that the organization seeks to acquire from its 
environment. Indeed, many organizational analysts do not include the ac­
quisition of system support as a part of the adaptive problem of organ­
izations. However, the acquistion of task activity resources and system 
support may be seen as representing two distinct adaptive functions 
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of the organization in relating to its environment. Parsons (1960) 
noted this distinction in suggesting that the procurement and alloca­
tion of resources was largely a responsibility of the managerial organ­
izational subsystem and obtaining support and legitimation for organ­
izational activities from the larger system is a responsibility of the 
institutional component of the organization. 
Georgopoulos (1973:126-127) delineated several general criteria 
for assessing the effectiveness of health institutions which are applic­
able to any organization. One of these criteria focuses on adaptation 
and at least includes system support within the adaptive domain of 
organizations. This criterion, as stated by Georgopoulos, is: 
the ability of the organization to adapt to the external 
environment and carry on an effective interchange with it 
at all times. This includes the ability to respond success­
fully to relevant changes in the outside world; to obtain 
resources and personnel; to maintain advantageous relation­
ships with outside interests groups; to project a credit­
able image and maintain a favorable reputation in the com­
munity; and generally to influence the environment in ways 
that benefit the system and its members in relation to all 
aspects or organization-environment articulation. 
While this effectiveness criterion does not make a clear distinction be­
tween inputs in the form of task activity resources and system support, 
it is inclusive of both and stresses the importance of the organiza­
tion' s need for environmental approval. 
Lyden (1975), in discussing the applicability of Parson's functional 
analysis to the study of public organizations, also emphasizes the signif 
icance of system support as a part of the adaptive function of the 
organization. Lyden (1975:63) defines adaptation in the following man­
ner: 
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Adaptation, the use of resources to achieve the organiza­
tion's goals, is the major problem of procurement, prop­
erty management, office services, budgeting, personnel, 
and other staff services. Less tangible, but equally im­
portant, are the environmental supports the organization 
receives from its allies and clientele. 
One might expect that many organizational analysts have not ad­
dressed the organization's need to acquire task activity resources and 
system support as distinct kinds of inputs because it is presumed that 
the acquisition of task activity resources is associated with and indica­
tive of system support. That is, the organization cannot acquire task 
activity resources without system support and vice versa. Nevertheless, 
the distinction between the two kinds of input is meaningful if our 
understanding of what makes an organization effective is to be expanded. 
Each kind of input is vital to the ability of the organization to achieve 
its goals. Even those organizational analysts who do not adopt goal 
attainment as a focal criterion of organizational effectiveness recog­
nize the significance of input acquisition for goal attainment (Katz and 
Kahn, 1965:161; Yuctman and Seashore. 1967:898). Successful task per­
formance is the core of the goal attainment problem in the organization 
and is dependent upon human and material resources in addition to en­
vironmental support which provide meaning to and legitimation for the 
organization's goal-directed behavior. 
Latency (commitment): Intra- and extra-organizational commitment 
In addition to the requirement of developing and maintaining a 
steady flw; of resources for task activities and support from the envi­
ronment, the organization must create a climate or a state of health 
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conducive to successful task performance by its members. Successful 
task performance depends not only upon the resources made available to 
members but also the attachment and commitment of members to the goals 
of the organization and its output constituency. In Parsons' (1951) con­
ceptual scheme of functional problems, commitment is a component of the 
latency problem that social systems must solve in order to survive and 
be effective. 
Latency refers to two related problems: pattern maintenance and 
tension management. Pattern maintenance involves building and maintain­
ing commitment to a set of objectives that have been "legitimized" by 
the value pattern of the system which, according to Parsons (1956a), 
represents a lower value pattern of a higher order one. Tension manage­
ment has to do with reducing internal tensions and strains of members 
in the social system (Morse, 1961; Turner, 1974). Morse (1961:119) 
states that: 
Latency is an interlude between successive goal attainment 
processes. It is not a period of inactivity; but the activ­
ities, whatever they may be, consist of restoring, maintain­
ing, or creating the energies, motives, and values of the co­
operating units and so do not explicitly advance the larger 
system toward its goals. . . . The latency problem is to 
make sure that units have the time and the facilities, with­
in a suitable conditioning environnent, to constitute or 
reconstitute the capacities needed by the system. 
The pattern maintenance or commitment problem is employed as a gen­
eral summary variable of latency because in solving this problem, ten­
sions and strains of members in the system should be considerably re­
duced (Lyden, 1975). That is, the system's ability to build and stabil­
ize commitment of members to system values and goals should result in a 
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reduction of tensions and strains and a more integrated system. 
Organizational commitment has received a great deal of attention in 
contemporary literature on organizations presumably because of its rela­
tionship to member retention and role performance. It is most often used 
to refer to some degree of identification, involvement, and/or attach­
ment to the organization by its members. 
Porter (1968) views commitment as the willingness of organizational 
participants to exert high levels of effort on behalf of the organiza­
tion, a strong desire to remain with the organization, and as acceptance 
of the organization's major goals and values. Sheldon (1971) suggests 
that commitment has to do with positive assessment of the organization 
by its members and a desire to work toward its goals. Lee (1971) defines 
commitment in terms of organizational identification or the degree to 
which members feel a sense of belongingness and loyalty to the organiza­
tion. Buchanan (1974:533) provides a comprehensive definition of commit­
ment: 
a partisan, affective attachment to the goals and values 
of an organization, to one's role in relation to goals and 
values, and to the organization for its own sake, apart 
frcan its purely instrumental worth. 
Buchanan (1974:533) further suggests that commitment consists of three 
components : 
(1) identification--adoption as one's own the goals and values 
of the organization; (2) involvement--psychological isnnersion 
in the activities of one's work role, and (3) loyalty--a feel­
ing of affection for and attachment to the organization. 
Buchanan's definition differs from most conceptions of commitment in that 
members must not only identify with the organization and its goals and 
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values but also to their work role. Thus, role commitment is seen as 
a part of organizational commitment. 
Etzioni (1975) views commitment as positive involvement in the 
organization. "Involvement refers to the cathectic-evaluation orienta­
tion of an actor to an object, characterized in terms of intensity and 
direction" (Etzioni, 1975:8-9). According to this author, the intensity 
of involvement may range from high to low while direction is either 
positive or negative. It is assumed that alienation and commitment rep­
resent opposite ends of the involvement continuum and that when involve­
ment is highly positive, commitment prevails and when involvement is 
highly negative, alienation is exhibited. Steers (1977a) indicates that 
commitment is a component of attachment in organizational settings. For 
Steers (1977a), commitment is an informal attachment to the organization 
and is characterized by a state of affairs where individuals exhibit a 
strong attachment to the goals, values, and objectives of their employer. 
Formal attachment, on the other hand, denotes minimal turnover and ab­
senteeism, and increased time one spends in the work environment. Pre­
sumably, Steers (1977a) views these two types of attachment as highly 
related. 
All of the definitions of commitment and its surrogate terms cited 
above tend to focus on a positive orientation toward the goals and values 
of the organization by its members. None of the definitions explicitly 
refer to a positive orientation of organizational members toward the 
interests of the larger system of which the organization is a part. 
However, both Gross (1965) and Lyden (1975) note the importance of an 
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organization being oriented toward the satisfaction of the interests 
of its output constituency. Gross (1965:199-200) argues that satisfy­
ing interests, internal and external, is one of the performance objec­
tives of organizations and, therefore, a criterion of organizational 
effectiveness. Performance objectives are considered by Gross as cri­
teria for managing organizations and doing an effective job. Lyden 
(1975) indicates that the latency problem that the organization faces 
can be solved to a great extent by giving consideration to the organiza­
tion's legal mandate, output constituency needs, the public interest, 
the professional and mission oriented values of the organization, em­
ployee satisfaction and morale, and the social norms of informal groups 
within the organization. Thus, Gross (1965) and Lyden (1975) recognize 
the significance of the organization creating a state of affairs where 
organizational members can satisfy their interest, the interest of the 
organization and the interests of the organization's clientele network. 
In light of the works of Gross (1965) and Lyden (1975) and the con­
ceptual approaches to organizational commitment discussed above, organ­
ization ccanmitment in this study is explicated into two components: 
intra- and extra-organizational ccmmitment. Intra-organizational commit­
ment is defined as the degree of identification with and involvement in 
the organisation by organizational members as indicated by : (1) a posi­
tive orientation toward the goals and values of the organization; (2) a 
strong desire to remain a member of the organization; and (3) a willing­
ness to exert high levels of effort on behalf of the organization (Porter, 
1968; Steers, 1977a). Extra-organizational commitment is defined as 
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the degree to which an organization via its members is positively ori­
ented toward satisfying the general interests of its output constituency. 
The interests, goals, and values of the organization as a whole are 
considered to be a reflection of the general interests, goals, and val­
ues of its output constituency or the larger system of which it is a 
part (Parsons, 1956a). 
Commitment to the organization itself and the general interests of 
the organization's task environment is seen as a determinant of goal 
attainment and as intervening between organizational input and output. 
If organizational members cannot be depended upon to accept the goals 
and values of the organization which are intimately linked to those of 
the task environment and work toward their achievement, it is unlikely 
that goal attainment can be realized. The organization's ability to 
build and maintain commitment depends to a great extent on its recruit­
ing and orientation practices and making sure that organizational mem­
bers have the requisite resources and support for task activities in 
the organization. This means that the organization must recruit person­
nel who have to some extent an understanding of the mission of the organ­
ization and are willing to accept this mission as a personal mission 
and be continually socialized to this end. Also, the organization must 
acquire and allocate its input in a fashion that will facilitate and en­
hance organizational ccanmitment. 
Integration: Intra- and extra-organizational integration 
Integration is central to the successful functioning and mainte­
nance of any social system. The fact that a particular social system 
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even exists implies that a certain degree of integration is present. 
Achieving and maintaining integration within and between systems have 
and continue to dominate social thought. Two basic explanations of how 
integration among social units is achieved and maintained have been 
advanced. These are the normative and functional explanations (Olsen, 
1968:159). The normative explanation assumes that the foundation of 
integration is a set of common values expressed in social situations 
through shared norms which may or may not be formalized. The extent to 
which individuals internalize and adhere to these norms prescribes the 
degree to which integration is present and the basis for its continued 
existence. On the other hand, the functional explanation assumes that 
differentiated social units are bound together by mutual interdependence 
due to the specialization of their activities. That is, as social units 
become more specialized in their activities, they lose self-sufficiency, 
and grow increasingly interdependent upon one another. The maintenance 
of complementary relationships between social units is based upon the 
coordination and regulation of their activities through firmly estab­
lished rules administered by an overall coordinating unit (Olsen, 1968: 
160-161). 
Normative integration parallels Durkheim's (1933) notion of "mechan­
ical solidarity" and functional integration is apparent in his view of 
"organic solidarity". According to Durkheim (1933), mechanical solidar­
ity is found in small and homogeneous societies where there exists a 
strong set of common values and norms with little or no division of 
labor. However, as societies grow in size and density of interaction. 
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Durkeim suggests that division of labor increases and organic solidarity 
or functional integration is manifested. Durkheim (1933) saw the move­
ment from mechanical to organic solidarity as conforming to evolutionary 
laws, but many contemporary social theorists argue that both normative 
and functional integration occur simultaneously in most social organiza­
tions (Olsen, 1968:161). 
This is reflected in the three basis of system integration which Katz 
and Kahn (1966:38) discusses—roles, noms, and values. They state 
that: 
(1) People are tied together because of the functional 
interdendence of the roles they play; for example, the 
worker in the production line depends on the appropriate 
activity of the man feeding him materials and in turn must 
add his contribution as the product moves to the next worker. 
Because the requirements of different roles are interre­
lated, people who perform them are bound together and, as 
a result, the organization achieves a degree of integration. 
(2) The normative requirements for these roles add an addi­
tional cohesive element; for example, the worker not only 
plays his part in the interdependent chain of activities 
but he accepts the norms about doing a satisfactory job. 
(3) Finally, the values centering about the objectives of 
the systaa furnish another source of integration; for 
example, the political activitist may be dedicated to the 
liberal or conservative values of his party. 
These authors suggest that integration is of crucial importance in organ­
izations that are departmentalized functionally and that organiza­
tions must develop formal as well as informal mechanisms for coordinating 
the efforts of functionally differentiated subsystems. 
Caplow (1964:123) considers integration to be an important component 
of organizational effectiveness and defines integration in terms of the 
ability of the organization to maintain a high volume of interaction 
while managing conflict between subsystems. Presumably, Caplow (1964) 
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views integration as the opposite of conflict and assumes that conflict 
is detrimental to successful organizational functioning. Duncan (1973: 
274-275) also views integration as a primary characteristic of organ­
izational effectiveness and indicates that integration is evident in 
organizations when individuals have clearly defined roles and role ex­
pectations. As roles and role expectations become clearly defined for 
the individual, rôle conflict and ambiguity are minimized in the organ­
ization (Duncan, 1973). 
Lawrence and Lorsch (1972:251) state that integration in the organ­
ization is "the quality of the state of collaboration that exists among 
departments that are required to achieve the unit of effort by the de­
mands of the environment." These scholars are, therefore, intimating 
that the amount of integration necessary for goal accomplishment is 
related to the environmental demands on the organization. Thus, one 
could conclude from this definition that organizations may be equally 
effective in achieving their goals while maintaining varied degrees of 
integration as dictated by the environmental context in which they find 
themselves. Lawrence and Lorsch (1972) argue that as the organization 
seeks to cope with its external environment, it becanes segmented into 
parts and each part has a responsibility of dealing with certain external 
conditions. Moreover, the parts must be integrated if the overall mis­
sion of the organization is to be accomplished. This requires, accord­
ing to Lawrence and Lorsch (1972), that the organization develops inte­
gration subsystems specifically for the purpose of achieving the level 
of integration that is best suited for adapting to the external 
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environment. 
Litterer (1973), much like Lawrence and Lorsch, emphasizes the in­
strumental value of integration in making an organization effective. 
Litterer (1973) refers to integration as coordinated efforts among organ­
izational subsystems and suggests that there are three bases of coordi­
nation in organizations--(1) facilitation, (2) voluntary activities, 
and (3) directed action. Coordination by facilitation occurs when the 
task of merging job performances for the accomplishment of a specific 
purpose is assigned to individuals or departments. Voluntary coordina­
tion takes place when individuals or groups recognize a need to integrate 
their activities and proceed to develop means for doing so, Litterer 
(1973:449-460) indicates that voluntary coordination requires that in­
dividuals have sufficient knowledge of the organization's mission, ade­
quate information concerning coordination relative to specific problems, 
and the commitment to do something about the problems. Directive coordi­
nation involves individuals or groups receiving guidelines for their 
actions from a central administrative authority or unit. That is, formal 
procedures are established and designed to carry out much of the coordi­
nation necessary for achieving the goals of the organization. 
Obviously, most conceptions of organizational integration are ad­
dressed to integration within the organization and its direct relation­
ship with specific and overall mission accomplishment. In this study, 
integration within the organization is specifically referred to as intra-
organizational integration and is defined as the degree of solidarity 
and cohesion among organizational subsystems. It is also important to 
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take into account the integration between the organization and other 
systems (i.e., individuals, interests groups, organizations) which in 
many cases play a significant role in implementing the operative goals 
of the organization (Pennings and Goodman, 1977). Parsons (1956a:80) 
argues that the organization must be concerned about the problem of 
integrating itself with other organizations and other types of collec­
tivity in the total situation. He further argues that; 
This is not a matter of the organization in question treat­
ing its social situation or environment instrumentally, as 
a source for the procurement of resources or as the func­
tionally defined field in which it produces its goal attain­
ment output and makes it available on agreed (or somehow 
settled) terms to other units of the social structure. . . . 
The problem concerns rather the compatibility of the insti­
tutional patterns under which the organization operates with 
those of other organizations and social units, as related to 
the integrative exigencies of the society as a whole (or of 
subsystems wider than the organization in question). 
(Parsons, 1956a:80) 
Thus, the integrative functional problem can be generalized to include 
extra-organizational integration--the degree of solidarity and cohesion 
between the organization and other systems in its task environment. 
This notion of extra-organizational integration shares some simi­
larity with at least two of the mechanisms which Price (1968) suggests 
the organization can employ to increase its institutionalization or sup­
port from the environment for organizational decisions. These are co-
optation and representation. Price (1968:110-116) defines these mechan­
isms in the following manner : 
Cooptation—recruiting members with the goal of increas­
ing institutionalization. 
Representation—the practice of social system members join­
ing other social systems with the goal of increasing 
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institutionalization. 
Price (1968:134) views institutionalization as an intervening variable 
between these mechanisms and organizational effectiveness and defines 
organizational effectiveness in terms of goal attainment. However, the 
argument made here is that cooptation and representation are generally 
indicative of extra-organizational integration which is assumed to be 
directly related to goal attainment. System support, which Price (1968) 
conceives as institutionalization, provides an avenue for the organiza­
tion to establish viable relationships with other social units that may 
be able to assist the organization in implementing its goals. 
Establishing linkages with other systans is particularly important 
for service agencies that were not constructed, in many instances, to be 
sufficiently staffed to carry out all the functions of the organization. 
Mulford et al. (1977a) have noted the importance of external linkages as 
a criteria of organizational effectiveness and the relationship between 
external linkages and goal attainment. 
Extra-organizational integration cannot be achieved without a cer­
tain degree of intra-organizational integration. There must be consen­
sus within the organization concerning those outside social units that 
are best suited to work within the framework of the organization's value 
system and who subscribe to the mission of the organization. Building 
external linkages also depends upon the coordinated actions of organi­
zational members who are institutionally charged with the responsibility 
of establishing these linkages. 
It has been suggested that even if outputs of the organization were 
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precisely specified and its inputs were known to be sufficiently high, 
organizational effectiveness or performance could not be predicted or 
assessed unless the major intervening social-psychological problems and 
processes of the organization were taken into account (Georgopoulos, 
1973:105). Organizational commitment and integration are indicative of 
the social psychological problems and processes which intervene to 
modify the relationship between input and goal attainment (Georgopoulos, 
1973:105). Therefore, it is assumed that commitment and integration are 
prerequisites for accomplishing the objectives of the organization. It 
is also assumed that commitment is causally linked to integration be­
cause before the organization can fully achieve solidarity and cohesion 
among its subsystems through clearly defined roles and role expectations 
and coordinate the efforts of the subsystems, its members must accept 
the values and goals which dictate the coordinated actions of the organ­
ization as a whole. 
General Hypotheses and Effectiveness Models 
On the basis of the theoretical orientation specified, and discus­
sions on goal attainment, adaptation, commitment, and integration, the 
following general hypotheses are advanced: 
G.H.I. Goal attainment is a function of extra-organizational 
integration, intra-organizational integration, extra-
organizational commitment, intra-organizational com= 
mitment, adaptation (system support), and adaptation 
(task activity resources). 
G.H.2. Productivity is a function of intra-organizational 
integration, intra-organizational cfmnitment, and 
adaptation (task activity resources). 
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G.H.3. Impact is a function of extra-organizational integra­
tion, extra-organizational commitment, and adapta­
tion (system support). 
G.H.4. Extra-organizational integration is a function of 
intra-organizational integration, extra-organiza-
tional commitment, intra-organizational commitment, 
adaptation (system support), and adaptation (task 
activity resources). 
G.H.5. Extra-organizational integration is a function of 
extra-organizational commitment, and adaptation 
(system support). 
G.H.6. Intra-organizational integration is a function of 
extra-organizational commitment, intra-organiza­
tional commitment, adaptation (system support), and 
adaptation (task activity resources). 
G.H.7. Intra-organizational integration is a function of 
intra-organizational commitment and adaptation (task 
activity resources). 
G.H.8. Extra-organizational commitment is a function of 
intra-organizational commitment, adaptation (system 
support), and adaptation (task activity resources). 
G.H.9. Extra-organizational commitment is a function of 
adaptation (system support). 
G.H.IO. Intra-organizational commitment is a function of 
adaptation (system support) and adaptation (task 
activity resources). 
G.H.ll. Intra-organizational commitment is a function of 
adaptation (task activity resources). 
General hypotheses 1, 4, 6, 8 and 10 are contained in Figure 2.2 
and constitute the conplete theoretical model of this research. This 
model, which is referred to as the total system effectiveness model, 
posits causal relationships between conceptual cmponents of organiza­
tional effectiveness associated with both organizational (internal) and 
communal-societal (external) frames of references. General hypotheses 
2, 7, and 11 are represented in Figure 2,3 and constitute a subtheoretical 
(A-TAR) =Adaptaition-Task Activity Resources; X„ (A-SS)«Adaptation-System Support; 
X- (IOC)=Intra-oiganizational Ccmnnifcment; X, (EOC)=Extra-organizational Commitment ; 
Xc (IOI)=Intra-organizational Integration; X, (EOI)=Extra-organizational Integration; 
X (GA)=Goal Attsilnment; X^ through X^ =Resiaual Terms 
lOI A-TAR 
EOC 
A-SS EOI 
Figure 2.2. Causal model of total system effectiveness 
(A-TAR)=A<iaptation-Ta3lc Activity Resources; (IOC)=Intra-organizational 
COTHnitment; (LOL)=Intr,a-organizational Integration; Xg (P)=Productivity; 
X through X = Residual Terms 
a c 
IOC 
ICI 
/ 
Figure 2.3. Causal model of internal effectiveness 
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model limited to an analysis of the causal relationships between con­
ceptual components of organizational effectiveness linked to the organ­
izational frame of reference. General hypotheses 3, 5, and 9 are set 
forth in Figure 2.4 which represents the assumed causal relationships 
between conceptual components of organizational effectiveness indica­
tive of a communal-societal frame of reference. These two subtheoretical 
models are referred to as the internal and external effectiveness model, 
respectively. 
Xg (A-SIS)«Adaptation-Systiaan Support; X, (EOC) =Extra-organizational Commitment; 
(EOI)=Extra-organizat;Lonal Integration; X- (I)=Impact; X through X =Residuel 
Terms ' ® 
Figure 2.4. Causal model of external effectiveness 
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CHAPTER III. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
The concepts, hypotheses, and causal models presented in the pre­
ceding chapter were formulated at an abstract level and as elements of 
a theoretical framework for analyzing organizational effectiveness. The 
objectives of this chapter are to describe the: (1) measurement methods 
utilized to operationalize the concepts in the hypotheses and causal 
models to an empirical level; and (2) statistical procedures that are 
used to test the hypotheses and causal models in an effort to determine 
the extent to which they are supported by a set of data collected in a con­
crete setting. 
The empirical units of analysis are County Extension Service organ­
izations located in the state of Iowa and affiliated with the Iowa State 
University Cooperative Extension Service. The Iowa State University 
Cooperative Extension Service has a legal mandate to extend its educa­
tional resources via Area and County Extension units to assist individ­
uals and groups in solving particular kinds of problems at the local 
level. More specifically, the Cooperative Extension Service; 
conducts educational programs which result in the development 
of skills, attitudes, and understanding of people which will 
enable them to; conserve and effectively use natural resources; 
efficiently produce range, farm, and forest products; increase 
effectiveness of the marketing distribution systsi; optisnise 
their development as individuals and as members of the family 
and community; improve their community organization, services, 
and environment; develop as informed leaders in a democratic 
society; and raise their level of living through wise resource 
management to achieve fanily goals. (Lawrence, 1974:3). 
Extension units at the county level consist of four program areas; 
(1) agriculture and natural resources; (2) family living or home 
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economics; (3) community resource development; and (4) youth develop­
ment. In most County Extension units professionals are employed in each 
of the programming areas with supporting paraprofessional and clerical 
staff. The agricultural and natural resource professional typically 
serves as the chief administrative official (County Extension Director) 
in each of the County Extension units. Each County Extension organiza­
tional unit has a County Extension Council which is a governing body for 
Extension activities at the county level. Representatives on the council 
are elected from various townships in the county by township residents 
for a two-year term. County Extension Councils usually meet once a 
month to provide guidance and assistance to the professional staff in 
planning and implementing Extension programs in the county. These Exten­
sion units receive financial support in varying proportions from county, 
state, and federal governments. 
Sample and Data Collection Procedures 
The data analyzed in this dissertation were collected by a team of 
researchers in the Department of Sociology and Anthropology at Iowa State 
University, Ames, Iowa. The data collection project was supported by 
the Iowa State University Agricultural Experiment Station and is a 
follow-up of a larger research project which was designed to develop a 
comprehensive conceptual framework for assessing the effectiveness and 
impact of Extension Service organizations (Mulford et al., 1977b). The 
larger research project was funded by the U.S. Department of Agriculture-
Extension Service. Both projects were codirected by Drs. Charles L. 
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Mulford, Richard D. Warren, Gerald E. Klonglan, and Ronald C. Powers. 
This researcher along with Paula C. Morrow served as task area coordi­
nators on both projects. 
Data were obtained on all of the County Extension Service organiza­
tional units (N=100) in the state of Iowa. However, because of missing 
data problems, only ninety-one of the organizational units are repre­
sented by the data analyzed in this study. These ninety-one organiza­
tional units are considered to constitute a nonrandom target sample of 
a large population of County Extension organisational units located 
throughout the Iftiited States. This is because County Extension units in 
Iowa are quite ccsnparable to those in other states with respect to staff­
ing patterns, program areas, budgetary sources, type of clientele, and 
linkages with county, state, and federal governmental bodies. It has 
been noted that there is no clearly defined organizational universe and 
as a consequence organizational research sampling must be purposeful and 
nonrandom (Hall et al., 1967:907; Evers et al., 1976:332). Therefore, 
given this methodological limitation, the reader should be cognizant of 
the fact that the statistics reported in this study cannot be interpreted 
in an absolute statistical-theoretical sense. That is, no substantive 
inferences can be made beyond the County Extension units in Iowa with­
out some degree of câuuiôn due to the nature o£ the sampling procedure. 
The sources of data for the study included the following: (1) 
County Extension Directors; (2) County Extension Council Chairmen; (3) 
Iowa State Extension Management Information System (SEMIS); and (4) Ex­
tension records. County Extension Directors were selected as a data 
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source because the administrative position which they occupy provides the 
incumbent with a broad knowledge base for representing the organization 
in responding to varied questions about Extension operations at the 
county level. In the absence of accessible information from a random 
sample of county residents. County Extension Council Chairmen were chosen 
as a source of data because it was believed that they could best repre­
sent the views of county residents concerning the effectiveness of County 
Extension units in their respective counties. The Iowa State Extension 
Management Information System (SEMIS) is a computerized data storage 
system which provided a basis for obtaining information on clientele 
contacts (actual and potential) in each county. Extension records were 
consulted for data on the tenure of professional staff in each county 
organizational unit.^  
Development of data collection instruments 
It is essential in any empirical research enterprise that particu­
lar care is given to developing valid and reliable instruments for col­
lecting data if substantive interpretations and conclusions are to be 
drawn from the data» Two mailed questionnaire instruments were formu­
lated to collect data fran County Extension Directors and County Exten­
sion Council Chairmen. For brevity these instruments will henceforth be 
referred to as the CED and CECC instruments. Successive drafts of each 
questionnaire were developed by the research team during September and 
A^fter a preliminary examination of the overall data set, the re­
searcher decided not to incorporate data frcm SEMIS and Extension 
records in this particular study primarily because these data tend to 
reflect past rather than present or future effectiveness. 
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October, 1978. These drafts were critiqued by various individuals in­
cluding Extension sociologists, officials in the state Extension office, 
and academic sociologists. Additionally, several former County Exten­
sion Directors participated in the informal pretesting of the question­
naires. In November, 1978, final versions of the CED and CECC question­
naires were formally pretested by getting a current County Extension 
Director and County Extension Council Chairman to complete and critique 
their respective questionnaire. This researcher along with another mem­
ber of the research team personally administered the questionnaires and 
then discussed the instruments with the respondents. Minor revisions 
in the questionnaires resulted fran the final pretest. 
After the content and arrangement of the questionnaires were firmly 
established, a summary outline of each questionnaire was suWitted to 
the Iowa State University Human Subjects Consnittee for its approval. 
This was required by the research sponsoring agency to insure that none 
of the rights of the respondents would be violated. Once the approval 
of this COTmittee was granted, the researchers proceeded to take steps 
to maximize the completion and return of the questionnaires. 
Maximizing questionnaire response rate 
It has been widely noted that the questionnaire survey is subject 
to low response rates (Kerlinger, 1974; Lin, 1976). Recognizing this 
limitation, the researchers searched the literature for recommendations 
on how to maximize the return of mailed questionnaires. Many of the 
suggestions that Linsky (1975) makes for increasing response rates were 
followed in this research. These included: (1) precontacting subjects 
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(see letters to Area Extension Directors, County Extension Directors, 
and County Extension Council Chairmen in Appendix A); (2) preliminary 
letters to personalize researcher (see letters to County Extension 
Directors and County Extension Council Chairmen in Appendix A); (3) fol­
low-up devices—postcards and replacement questionnaires (see Table 3.1); 
(4) attractive packaging of questionnaires (see questionnaires in Appen­
dix A); (5) use of number identification rather than respondent name 
(each questionnaire was assigned a random number); (6) personalized 
cover letters sent with questionnaire (see letters in Appendix A); and 
(7) evidence of sponsorship by a relevant organization (this was accOTi-
plished by the use of official Extension Service and Department of Soci­
ology and Anthropology letterhead stationery and endorsements from high 
ranking Extension administrators). 
As a consequence of incorporating these recommendations, an unusu­
ally high response rate (96.5%) was achieved. Kerlinger (1974:414) in­
dicates that mailed questionnaire response rates of less than 40 or 50 
percent are common and higher percentages are rare. Table 3.1 presents 
a breakdown of the response rate by waves of return and the follow-up 
procedures undertaken at the conclusion of each wave to encourage the 
completion and return of the remaining questionnaires. 
Measurement of Theoretical Concepts 
There are three basic procedures that can be used to measure theoret­
ical concepts or unobserved variables. These are the single indicator, 
multiple indicators, and index procedures (Jacobson and Lalu, 1974). 
Table 3.1. A summary of mailed questionnaire survey response rates by waves of return 
and follow-up procedures 
Waves Date concluded Response rates Follow-up procedures 
1 December 19, 1977 64 - CEDs 
52 - CECCs 
116 (58%) - Total 
Reminder postcards 
(December 16, 1977) 
II December 28, 1977 22 - CEDs 
33 - CECCs 
55 (27.5)% - Total 
Reminder letters and replacement 
questionnaires 
(December 28, 1977) 
III January 6, 1978 5 - CEDs 
5 - CECCs 
10 (5%) - Total 
Telephone calls 
(January 9, 1978) 
IV January 20, 1978 7 - CEDs 
5 - CECCs 
17 (6%) - Total 
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The single indicator technique involves the use of only one indicator 
to measure the domain of a theoretical concept. The multiple indicators 
approach makes use of several indicators and the separate identity of 
each indicator is maintained throughout the analysis of the data. Fi­
nally, the index procedure like that of the multiple indicators involves 
the use of several indicators but the indicators are combined to build 
a sunnnary score for the concept after the domain of the concept has been 
empirically sampled.^  
In this study the index procedure was employed because of the 
abstract and multidimensional quality of the concepts included in the 
theoretical framework and to guard against the problem of missing data 
associated with the mailed questionnaire survey and the use of single 
indicators. Indexes were constructed to measure the following concepts; 
goal attainment, productivity, impact, adaptation (task activity re­
sources), adaptation (system support), intra-organizational commitment, 
extra-organizational commitment, intra-organizational integration, and 
extra-organizational integration. 
The response framework for items (indicators) in each index con­
sisted of a 1- to 11-point Likert-type scale. The response categories 
for all items with the exception of those contained in the goal attain­
ment. productivity, and impact indexes are; 1-3 (to a very little ex­
tent) ; 4-8 (to some extent); 9-11 (to a very great extent). The re­
sponse categories for the items in the goal attainment, productivity, 
- , 
Jacobson and Lalu (1974) provide a detailed discussion of these 
measurement procedures and the advantages and disadvantages associated 
with their use. 
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and impact indexes are presented with the items in these indexes. It 
should be noted that the goal attainment index was formed by combining 
the items in the productivity and impact indexes. 
Goal attainment ; Productivity and impact 
Goal attainment was theoretically defined as a relationship between 
the organization and its environment based upon organizational productiv­
ity and impact. Productivity was defined as the combined output (i.e., 
goods, services and/or information) provided by the organization through 
the totality of tasks performed within the organization. Impact was 
conceptualized as the consequences of output produced by the organiza­
tion for its task environment or elements in the environment which play 
a major role in shaping the goal directed behavior of the organization. 
Organizational productivity was operationalized by asking respond­
ents (County Extension Directors) to rate their organization in terms 
of the quantity, quality, distribution and efficiency of programs pro­
vided to clientele groups. The productivity index consisted of the 
following items: 
(1) Is the quantity (number) of programs provided to clien­
tele groups consistent with your county goals? Response 
categories--! (number falls short of expectation) . . . 
11 (number exceeds expectation). 
(2) Is the quality (how good) of programs provided to clien­
tele groups consistent with county goals? Response caté­
gories--! (quality falls short of expectations) . . . 
11 (quality meets or exceeds expectations). 
(3) Is the distribution of programs to various clientele 
groups consistent with county goals? Response categories— 
1 (distribution inconsistent with goals) ... 11 (dis­
tribution consistent with goals), 
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(4) Does your County Extension Service obtain maximum out­
put from programs provided to clientele groups? Re­
sponse categories—1-3 (to a very little extent); 4-8 
(to sOTtte extent); and 9-11 (to a very great extent). 
Items 1, 2, and 4 were adapted from Hott's (1972) work on organizational 
effectiveness. 
The productivity index (composite) score for each County Extension 
Service organization was obtained by computing an average over the item 
responses in the index. The theoretical range of values for the index 
is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 2-10. The frequency distribu­
tion for this index and associated descriptive statistical information 
are provided in Appendix B. 
Organizational impact was operational!zed in terns of the County 
Extension Council Chairman's perception of the impact that the County 
Extension Service is having on the county. The impact index consisted 
of the following items: 
(1) Are people in your county receiving direct benefits from 
Extension Service programs in the county? Response cate­
gories—1-3 (to a very little extent); 4-8 (to seme ex­
tent) ; and 9-11 (to a very great extent). 
(2) Are you satisfied with the impact that the County Exten­
sion Service is having on your county in terms of the: 
(a) quantity (number) of educational programs provided 
to groups in your county? (b) quality (how good) of 
educational programs provided to groups in your county? 
(c) balanced distribution of educational programs to 
various groups in your county? Response categories 
for a, b, and C--1-3 (to a very little extent); 4-8 (to 
some extent); and 9-11 (to a very great extent). 
(3) How would you rate the overall impact that the County 
Extension Service is having on your county? Response 
categories—1-3 (poor); 4-8 (fair to good); and 9-11 
(outstanding). 
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The Impact index (composite) score for each County Extension Ser­
vice organization was obtained by computing an average over the Item 
responses in the index. The theoretical range of values for the index 
is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 4-11. The frequency distribu­
tion for the index and associated descriptive statistical information 
are provided in Appendix B. 
As noted earlier, the goal attainment index was formed by combining 
the items in the productivity and impact indexes. The goal attainment 
index (composite) scores for each County Extension Service organiza­
tion were obtained by computing an average over the item responses in 
the index. The theoretical range of values for the index is 1 to 11. 
The actual range of values is 4-11. The frequency distribution for this 
index and associated descriptive statistical Information are provided 
in Appendix B. 
Adaptation; Task activity resources and system support 
Adaptation was theoretically defined as the ability of an organiza­
tion to obtain: (1) an adequate supply of task activity resources and 
(2) system support from the environment which provides meaning and 
legitimation for task activities that are either directly or indirectly 
related to goal attainment. Task activity resources was said to include 
such resources as personnel, funds, equipment, technology, and informa­
tion. System support was referred to as approval of an organization's 
policies and activities by elsaents of its external environment, partic­
ularly allies, clientele and potential clientele. 
Adaptation (task activity resources) was measured by having 
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respondents (County Extension Directors) rate their respective Exten­
sion units with respect to the following; 
(1) Does your County Extension Service have a sufficient 
amount of the following resources to fulfill its mission 
(a) finances? (b) professional Extension personnel? 
(c) volunteer leaders? (d) office (secretarial) personnel? 
(e) office space? and (f) equipment? 
(2) Are individual staff members in your County Extension 
Service allocated sufficient resources (time, money, 
equipment, etc.) with which to fulfill their job expec­
tations? 
The rationale for the latter item was based on the assumption that the 
organization cannot provide individual staff members with sufficient 
resources to perform their tasks unless the organization itself has 
been able to acquire sufficient resources from the environment. 
The adaptation (task activity resources) index (composite) score 
for each County Extension Service organization was obtained by computing 
an average over the item responses in the index. The theoretical range 
of values for the index is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 4-11. 
The frequency distribution for this index and associated descriptive 
statistical information are provided in Appendix B. 
Adaptation (system support) was operationally defined in terms of 
the County Extension Council Chairman's perception of community support 
for the County Extension Service. Several indicators of system support 
included in an evaluative study of governmental agencies conducted by 
Katz et al. (1975) were reformulated to measure system support in the 
present study. Katz et al. (1975:138) suggest that attitudes toi-Jard 
government, both at the specific level of agency operations and the 
more general level of the evaluation of public bureaucracy, provide 
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indications of system support. The system support index consisted of 
the following items: 
(1) Would you like to see people in your county have more 
control of the County Extension Service's (a) programs? 
(b) budget? (c) selection of priority clientele groups? 
(2) Is your County Extension Service staffed with competent 
personnel? 
(3) In comparison to other tax-supported organizations in 
your county, is your County Extension Service worthy of 
the public support (tax monies) it receives to carry out 
its mission? 
(4) Does your County Extension Service (a) give prompt ser­
vice to people in the county? (b) really take care of the 
problems people have? (c) give fair treatment to people 
in the county? (d) avoid making mistakes? (e) correct 
mistakes? 
(5) Do you believe in the philosophy of the Extension Service 
in your county? 
A high score on item la, b, or c was taken to mean very little 
system support for the County Extension Service organization and vice 
versa a low score on either of these items was taken to mean a high de­
gree of system support. The values assigned to these items by the re­
spondents were coded to reflect the direction of response. For example, 
if a County Extension Council Chairman responded to item la by assign­
ing it a value of 10, this value was recoded to a value of 2. On the 
other hand, if a County Extension Council Chairman responded to item la 
by assigning it a value of 2, this value was recoded to a value of 1Ô. 
This was done to make the meaning of the values assigned to these items, 
in terms of direction of response, consistent with the meaning of the 
values assigned to other items. 
The adaptation (system support) index (composite) score for each 
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County Extension Service organization was obtained by computing an aver­
age over the item responses in the index. The theoretical range of 
values for the index is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 2-11. 
The frequency distribution for this index and associated descriptive 
statistical information are provided in Appendix B. 
Latency (commitment); Intra- and extra-organizational commitment 
Commitment was discussed in the theoretical framework as a general 
summary variable of the latency problem that the organization must solve 
to be effective. Commitment as an organizational variable was explicated 
into intra- and extra-organizational commitment. Intra-organizational 
commitment was previously defined as the degree of identification with 
and involvement in the organization by organizational members as indi­
cated by: (1) a positive orientation toward the goals and values of the 
organization; (2) a strong desire to remain a member of the organiza­
tion; and (3) a willingness to exert high levels of effort on behalf of 
the organization (Porter, 1968)= Extra-organizational commitment was 
defined in the theoretical framework as the degree to which the organi­
zation via its members is positively oriented toward satisfying the needs 
general interests of its output constituency. 
Intra-organizational commitment was operationally defined in terms 
of the County Extension Director's perception of the degree of staff 
identification with and involvement in the County Extension Service. An 
index consisting of seven items was formulated to measure intra-organi­
zational ccHmnitment. The items in the index are: 
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(1) Do staff members in your county exhibit: (a) a belief in 
the philosophy of the County Extension Service? (b) a 
sense of pride in working for the Extension Service in the 
county? (c) a feeling that the County Extension Service's 
problems are their problems? (d) a willingness to work 
overtime? (e) a strong desire to meet the objectives of 
the County Extension Service in this county? (f) a strong 
desire to stay with the Extension Service in the county? 
(2) Do staff members in your county exert high levels of 
effort on behalf of the County Extension Service beyond 
minimal job expectations? 
The intra-organizational commitment index score for each County Ex­
tension Service organization was obtained by computing an average over 
the item responses in the index. The theoretical range of values for 
the index is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 6-11. The frequency 
distribution for this index and associated descriptive statistical in­
formation are provided in Appendix B. 
Extra-organizational commitment was operationalized in terms of the 
County Extension Council Chairman's perception of the extent to which the 
organization is oriented toward meeting the needs of county residents. 
The extra^ organizational commitment index included the following Itms; 
(1) Are the programs of your County Extension Service consis­
tent with your perception of the needs of people in the 
county? 
(2) Do Extension staff members in your county: (a) really want 
to meet the needs of people in the county? (b) have a strong 
desire to work in the county? (c) exert high levels of effort 
on behalf of people in the county beyond minimal job expecta­
tions? (d) exhibit a sense of pride in working for the Ex­
tension Service in the county? (e) exhibit a feeling that the 
county's problems are their problems? 
The extra-organizational commitment index score for each County Ex­
tension Service organization was obtained by computing an average over 
the item responses in the index. The theoretical range of values for 
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index is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 3-11. The frequency 
distribution for this index and associated descriptive statistical infor­
mation are provided in Appendix B. 
Integration; Intra- and extra-organizational integration 
It was suggested in the previous chapter that the organization must 
achieve and maintain solidarity and cohesion among organizational sub­
systems and between itself and outside social units that can assist in 
implementing the organization's goals. Solidarity and cohesion among 
organizational subsystems was referred to as intra-organizational inte­
gration while the same between the organization and outside social units 
was termed extra-organizational integration. 
Intra-organizational integration was operationally defined as the 
degree of staff interaction and coordination of work activities in the 
County Extension Service. County Extension Directors responded to the 
following intra-organizational index items: 
Do staff members in your County Extension Service: (s) plan 
together and coordinate their efforts where it is feasible? 
(b) encourage each other to work as a team on projects of 
mutual concern? (c) efficiently organize their work activi­
ties? (d) exchange information about what is going on in 
their program areas? (e) interact with each other off the job? 
(f) interact with each other in their daily Extension activ­
ities? (g) participate in decision-making. 
The intra-organizational integration index score for each County 
Extension Service organization was obtained by computing an average over 
the item responses in the index. The theoretical range of values for 
the index is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 3-11. The frequency 
distribution for this index and associated descriptive statistical 
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information are provided in Appendix B. 
Extra-organizational integration was operationally defined in terms 
of the degree to which: (1) clientele of the County Extension Service 
organization take an active part in Extension programming; and (2) County 
Extension staff members participate in community affairs. County Exten­
sion Council Chairmen responded to the following items contained in the 
extra-organizational integration index: 
(1) Do people in your county: (a) take an active part in 
planning Extension programs with Extension staff mem­
bers? (b) take an active part in carrying out Extension 
programs with Extension Staff members? 
(2) Do Extension Staff maabers in your county participate 
in community affairs beyond those programs sponsored by 
the County Extension Service? 
The extra-organizational Integration index score for each County 
Extension Service organization was obtained by computing an average over 
the item responses in the index. The theoretical range of values for 
the index is 1 to 11. The actual range of values is 4-11. The frequency 
distribution for this index and associated descriptive statistical in­
formation are provided in Appendix B. 
The reliability of each index is based on an internal consistency 
criterion or the extent to which index items are intercorrelated. Coef­
ficient alpha, a well-known measure of internal consistency, was used 
to calculate the reliability of each index (Cronbach, 1951). The reli­
abilities are as follows: goal attaimnent (.790), productivity (.835), 
impact (.842), adaptation-task activity resources (.819), adaptation-sys­
tem support (.861), intra-organizational commitment (.846), extra-organ­
izational cœmltment (.950), intra-organizational integration (.878), 
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and extra-organizational integration (.736). 
Now that the operationalization of the theoretical concepts in the 
general hypotheses and causal models has been discussed, the empirical 
hypotheses can be specified. 
E.H.I. The goal attainment index score is a function of the 
extra-organizational integration index score, the intra-
organizational integration index score, the extra-
organizational ccamnitment index score, the intra-organ-
izational ccamnitment index score, the adaptation (system 
support) index score, and the adaptation (task activity 
resources) index score. 
E.H.2. The productivity index score is a function of the intra-
organizational integration index score, the intra-organ-
izational ccmnitment index score, and the adaptation 
(task activity resources) index score. 
E.H.3. The impact index score is a function of the extra-organ­
izational integration index score, the extra-organiza­
tional ccsmnitment index score, and the adaptation (sys­
tem support) index score. 
E.H.4. The extra-organizational integration index scores is a 
function of the intra-organizational integration index 
score, the extra-organizational ccamnitment index score, 
the intra-organizational commitment index score, the 
adaptation (system support) index score, and the adapta­
tion (task activity resources) index score. 
E.H.5. The extra-organizational integration index score is a 
function of the extra-organizational ccamnitment index 
score and the adaptation (system support) index score. 
E.H.6. The intra-organizational integration index score is a 
function of the extra-organizational commitment index 
score, the intra-organizational commitment index score, 
the adaptation (system support) index score, and the 
adaptation (task activity resources) index score. 
E.H.7. The intra-organizational integration index score is a 
function of the intra-organizational ccamnitment index 
score and the adaptation (task activity resources) 
index score. 
E.H.8. The extra-organizational ccanmitment index score is a 
function of the intra-organizational commitment index 
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score, the adaptation (system support) index score, and 
the adaptation (task activity resources) index score. 
E.H.9. The extra-organizational commitment index score is a 
function of the adaptation (system support) index score. 
E.H.IO. The intra-organizational commitment index score is a 
function of the adaptation (system support) index score 
and the adaptation (task activity resources) index score. 
E.H.ll. The intra-organizational commitment index score is a 
function of the adaptation (task activity resources) 
index score. 
Statistical Procedures 
The statistical procedures that will be utilized in testing the hy­
potheses and causal models are the linear regression and path analysis 
procedures. The researcher is cognizant of the existence of measurement 
and specification error in hypothesized linear regression models 
(Bohmstedt and Carter, 1971), therefore, an errors-in-variables tech­
nique is employed to make adjustments for these two types of errors. 
The purpose of this section is to describe these analysis procedures and 
the statistical assumptions associated with their use. 
Linear regression 
Both single and multiple linear regression models are applied in 
this research. Single linear regression is a procedure for analyzing 
the contribution of one variable to the explanation of a dependent vari­
able while multiple linear regression examines the collective and unique 
contributions of two or more variables to the explanation of a dependent 
variable (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). The basic equations of single 
and multiple linear regression are respectively 
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Y = a + (1) 
Y = a + + bgXg + (2) 
where Y = predicted scores of the dependent variable; X = scores of the 
independent variable(s); a = intercept constant; and b = regression coef­
ficient. The Y values are predicted from X values. 
Blalock (1964:43) states that "there are two distinct uses for re­
gression equations, (1) as estimating equations, and (2) as causals 
models." The first type of usage involves generating statements about 
unknown (population) values based on pieces of information contained in 
a sample. The second type of usage has to do with the assumption that 
hypothesized causal linkages can be represented by linear regression 
equations. The latter usage allows one to test hypothesized causal re­
lationships between variables in which it is assumed that Y is "produced" 
by given changes in X's rather than merely a change in X's is followed 
by or associated with a change in Y. This usage is particularly relevant 
for the researcher operating within a causal framework because, while 
it is recognized that causality cannot be empirically verified (Blalock, 
1964), linear regression results may generate enough substantive evi­
dence to provide a basis for making causal inferences. 
There are several criteria for evaluating linear regression models. 
These include the: (1) F-test for significance of the overall regression 
model; (2) size and significance of the squared multiple correlation coef-
2 
ficient (R ); and (3) size and significance of the regression coeffici­
ents (Draper and Smith, 1966; Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). The F-test 
involves comparing a computed F value with a tabular F value at an 
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appropriate level of significance (i.e., .01, .05, .10) to determine 
whether the regression of the dependent variable on the independent 
variableCs) is statistically significant. The squared multiple corre­
lation coefficient provides information on the magnitude of the relation 
between the dependent and independent variable(s) and how much vari­
ance in the dependent variable is accounted for by the independent 
variable(s). Finally, the regression coefficient(s) indicates the 
amount of change in the dependent variable with a per unit change in 
2 
the independent variable(s). A partial F-test (or t, as t = F with one 
degree of freedom) may be calculated to determine whether a regression 
coefficient is statistically significant after controlling for the in­
fluence of the other regression coefficients in the model. Each of 
these evaluation criteria is applied in this research. 
Path analysis 
Path analysis was developed by Sewell Wright (1921) and is a method 
for snslyzing the assvsasd causal relations between variables in a theo­
retically prescribed model (Duncan, 1966: Land, 1969). Path analysis is 
based on the tenets of linear regression, but where a regression model 
can only consider one dependent variable, the path analysis technique 
can consider several dependent variables simultaneously, each in a sep­
arate regression equation with a particular set of independent variables. 
Typically, the researcher using the path analysis technique con­
structs a path (causal) model or diagram to display graphically the 
structure of causal relations among a set of variables in the theoreti­
cal model. Some variables in the path model are referred to as 
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exogenous variables while others are referred to as endogenous vari­
ables. An exogenous variable is one whose variability is assumed to be 
determined by variables not included in the path model. On the other 
hand, an endogenous variable is one whose variability is explained by 
exogenous or other endogenous variables in the model. Thus, an endo­
genous variable treated as a dependent variable in one regression equa­
tion may also be considered as an independent variable in another re­
gression equation. In the fully recursive path model unidirectional 
arrows (paths) are drawn frcxn the causal variables to variables posited 
as effects. The relationships between exogenous variables are postulated 
as noncausal and depicted by two-headed curvilinear arrows as a means 
of distinguishing them fron causal arrows. 
It is virtually impossible to explain the total amount of variance 
in a dependent variable, therefore, residual terms or variables are 
introduced for each regression equation in the path model to account for 
the amount of unexplained variance. Unidirectional arrows are drawn 
from each residual term to a corresponding dependent variable. 
It is important to emphasize that the path or causal model is a 
representation of a theoretically formulated structure of causal rela­
tions between a set of variables. The path model and ultimately its 
analysis have very little meaning, if any, in the absence of an inter­
nally consistent theory. 
Duncan (1966:4) suggests that the great merit of path analysis is 
that it explicitly spells out the basic causal assumptions which underlie 
a theory. Another equally significant merit of path analysis is its 
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capacity to generate statistical results which can be used not only to 
evaluate theory but to refine theory as well (Land, 1969:3). In this 
sense, path analysis is not merely a statistical procedure but a means 
of incorporating statistical results into substantive theory. 
The criteria for evaluating a path model are essentially the same 
as those previously stated for evaluating a regression model since a 
path model consists of one or more regression equations. 
Errors-in-variables 
Measurement error is a persistent problan in sociological research 
in that sociologists frequently, if not always, rely upon measuring in­
struments that are fallible (Hiese and Bohmstedt, 1970:104). This sit­
uation dictates that the researcher should take steps to make adjustments 
for measurement error in order to avoid drawing erroneous conclusions 
based on an analysis of data that has not been adjusted for measurement 
error. Although special efforts were made in this research to construct 
valid and reliable iristriasents, a certain amount of measurement error 
was found to be associated with the scores obtained on each of the 
measured variables. In view of this fact, an errors-in-variables tech­
nique is employed to adjust for measurement error and in testing the 
hypothesized relationships set forth in the theoretical framework. This 
technique does not preclude the uses of linear regression and path analy­
sis that were described earlier as data analysis procedures but enables 
their application while adjusting for measurement error. 
The errors-in-variables technique has recently been made more 
accessible to researchers as a result of the c<a^ uter program, called 
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Super Carp, developed by the Iowa State University Statistics Depart­
ment.^  There are several properties of the errors-in-variables proce­
dure and these are briefly highlighted to give the reader a general view 
2 
of how it is applied in this research. 
The errors-in-variables procedure operates from a basic assumption 
of measurement theory, which suggests that a variable (X) cannot be ob­
served directly; rather what is observed is X composed of the true value 
(x) plus measurement error (u) as illustrated in the equations: 
Y = X + u (1) 
Y = y + e 
Observed True Measurement 
Value Value Error 
This may be generalized to linear regression models in the following 
manner: 
I V t i  +  ^ + "t Y 
Observed Function of Measurement Specifica-
 ^ ° Observed Values Error of Y tion Error 
of X's 
That is, the observed value of Y is a function of the observed values 
of X's plus measurement error and specification error. The latter refers 
to the problem of whether all the relevant variables have been included 
in the regression equation and whether the correct form of relationship 
I 
For detailed information On the Super Carp program inquiries shoulu 
be addressed to the Statistical Laboratory, Suedecor Hall, Iowa State 
University, Ames, Iowa, 50011. 
h^e reader can consult works by Warren, White, and Fuller (1974) 
and Faisal and Warren (1978a, b) for a complete explication and explana­
tion of the steps involved in adjusting for measurement and specifica­
tion error in linear regression models using the errors-in-variables 
technique, 
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between variables has been established. 
In order to apply the errors-in-variables technique to make adjust­
ments for measurement and specification error through the utilization 
of the Super Carp program, the researcher must first calculate the meas­
urement error variance for each variable (see Appendix C, Table C.2.) 
Once the measurement error variance for each variable has been obtained, 
the Super Carp program can be used to: (1) test for singularity of a 
regression model and (2) compute partial regression coefficients, stand­
ard errors, and t-tests, each of which reflects adjustment for measure­
ment error. 
The test of singularity is an Important property of the errors-in-
variables technique because it Indicates whether or not multicolinearity 
(i.e., the extent to which some or all of the independent variables are 
very highly intercorrelated) is a problem in the regression model. If 
a condition of extreme multicolinearity is revealed, it can be concluded 
that each variable is not uniquely measuring different phenomena. There­
fore, seme variables may need to be dropped from the analysis or a 
cOTiposite between two or more variables formed. None of the tests for 
singularity of the regression models in this research indicated that 
multicolinearity was a problem. 
The corrected partial regression coefficients generated by the 
errors-in-variable8 technique and Super Carp program can be tested for 
significance using the t-test.^  This provides a basis for analyzing 
S^ee Appendix E, Tables E.l through E.ll for comparison of the 
partial regression coefficients and corresponding t-values produced by 
ordinary least squares regression and errors-in variables. 
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the importance of individual variables in the regression model after 
controlling for the influence of other independent variables on the de­
pendent variable. 
Another important property of the errors-in-variables technique is 
that through the Super Carp computer program the mean square residual 
can be computed. The mean square residual and information on measure­
ment variance of both the dependent and independent variables and cor­
rected partials can be used to calculate the variance of the specifica­
tion error. 
The errors-in-variables technique also permits the decomposition of 
the observed variance into measurement error variance, explained vari­
ance, and unexplained variance (specification error variance). This in­
formation along with the value of the true variance of the dependent 
variable can be used to calculate the corrected squared multiple corre-
2 
lation coefficient (R ). This corrected coefficient is adjusted for 
measurement and specification error as well as for sample size and the 
number of independent variables. 
Finally, the errors-in-variables technique provides for the calcula­
tion of a F-ratio for testing the significance of the overall regression 
model. 
Statistical assumptions 
In this section the assumptions which underlie the use of linear 
regression and path analysis procedures are delineated. Path analysis 
encompasses the assumptions associated with linear regression and others 
that are unique to its use. As the assianptions are delineated, the 
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extent to which they are met in this research is noted or, alterna­
tively, the condition under which a particular assumption may be relaxed. 
The first five assumptions listed pertain to both linear regression and 
1 
path analysis. The other assumptions listed relate solely to path 
analysis. 
A.l. The sample must be drawn at random. This assumption 
was not met in this research. However, it may be re­
laxed because the errors-in-variables procedure can be 
used to predict when cases have not been randonly 
selected. The corrected partial regression coeffici­
ents generated by this procedure provide an estimate 
of the relation between the true values of the vari­
ables in the model. (Faisal and Warren, 1978a). 
A.2. The Y (dependent variable) scores are normally dis­
tributed at each value of X's (independent variables). 
This assumption may be relaxed if the sample size is 
large (Nie et al., 1975). In the case of this research 
the sample size (N=91) is large enough for this assump­
tion not to be seriously violated. 
A.3. The relationship among the variables should be linear. 
The degree to which this assumption was met can be de­
termined by a direct examination of the residuals 
(Draper and Smith, 1966; Nie et al., 1975). An examina­
tion of the residual scatterplots (i.e., where residuals 
W6r6 piOutcu agaxtiSu jl vaiucS j.Cr gOax âtprO= 
ductivity, and Impact) for each of the major dependent 
variables in this research revealed that this assumption 
was not violated. 
A.4. Residuals (errors) should be random and normally dis­
tributed with equal variances at each value of X. Re­
sidual scatterplots may be examined to ascertain whether 
this assumption was met also. The residual scatterplots 
Regression analysis and its associated parametric tests (t and F) 
are considered to be robust, which means that unless assumptions are 
seriously violated, the statistical results are not likely to be dis­
torted (Bohmstedt and Carter, 1971; Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973; 
Kerlinger, 1974). 
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examined for the variables (goal attainment, produc­
tivity, and impact) indicate that this assumption was 
not violated. 
Variables are measured on an interval scale. All vari­
ables examined in this research were measured on a 
Likert-type scale to correspond to interval level meas­
urement . 
All relevant variables can be theoretically identified 
and included in the model. Based on organizational 
effectiveness theory and past research most of the 
relevant variables were identified and included in the 
model. 
There should be a one-way causal flow in the system 
(i.e., asymmetrical causal relationships). This 
assumption was met as only asymmetrical causal rela­
tionships are posited in the models. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 
The objective of this chapter is to empirically evaluate the hypoth­
esized causal relations among the variables which have been suggested 
to constitute the conceptual and empirical domain of the organizational 
effectiveness construct. 
The hypothesized causal relations are contained in three causal 
(path) models: (1) total system effectiveness; (2) internal effective­
ness; and (3) external effectiveness. The total system effectiveness 
model focuses on assumed causal relations among a set of variables which 
are indicative of both the organizational and communal-societal frames 
of reference for analyzing organizational effectiveness. Goal attain­
ment is the focal dependent variable that this model seeks to explain. 
The internal effectiveness model involves assumed causal relations among 
a set of variables which are indicative of the organizational frane of 
reference for analyzing organizational effectiveness. Organizational 
productivity is the focal dependent variable that this model seeks to 
explain. Finally, the external effectiveness model deals with assumed 
causal relations among a set of variables which are indicative of the 
c(mnunal-societal frame of reference for analyzing organizational effec­
tiveness. The focal dependent variable that this model seeks to explain 
is organizational impact. 
The criteria that are used to empirically evaluate the hypothesized 
causal relations include the: (1) collective contribution of the inde­
pendent variables to the explanation of each dependent variable as 
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indicated by the squared multiple correlation coefficients (i.e., errors-
2 in-variables corrected R ) and (2) magnitude and significance of the 
path coefficients (i.e., errors-in-variables corrected unstandardized 
partial regression coefficients). The F-test is applied in testing for 
the significance of the overall regression of each dependent variable 
on independent variables. The t-test is used in testing for the signif­
icance of the path coefficients. The .10 level of significance is em­
ployed as the minimal level of significance for declaring whether or not 
a hypothesis received empirical support based on the F-test. This same 
level of significance is also the minimal level that is used for declar­
ing whether or not an individual independent variable shows a signifi­
cant effect on the dependent variable based on the t-test. 
Regression equations included in each causal (path) model is eval­
uated before the respective model is presented with path coefficients 
and residual variances. 
Total System Effectiveness Model 
The first general hypothesis in the total system effectiveness 
model states: 
G.H.I. Goal attainment is a function of extra-organizational 
integration, intra-organizational integration, extra-
organizational commitmentj intra-organizational emi-
mitment, adaptation (system support), and adaptation 
(task activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.I. The goal attainment index score is a function of the 
extra-organizational integration index score, the 
intra-organizational integration index score, the 
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extra-organizational commitment index score, the 
intra-organizational commitment index score, the 
adaptation (system support) index score, and the 
adaptation (task activity resources) index score. 
All coefficients for the independent variables were postulated to be 
positive in the theoretical framework. The relevant data for evaluat­
ing this hypothesis are presented in Table 4.1. 
Table 4.1. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, 
and F-value for total system effectiveness model 
(evaluation of hypothesis 1) 
Dependent variable: Goal attainment 
Independent variables b t-values 
6^ Extra-organizational Integration 0.0721 0.925 
Iiitra-organizational Integration 0.1269 1.364* 
1.923** Extra-organizational Commitment 0.2985 
Intra-organizational Commitment 0.0219 0.170 
Adaptation (System support) 0.1931 1.116 
Adaptation (Task activity resources) 0.1097 1.434* 
= .6390 F-value = 24.77*** 
* 
A t-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction 
considered. 
** 
A t-value of 1.67 is significant at the .05 level, direction 
considered. 
A F-value of 3.12 is significant at the .01 level. 
The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) indicates that goal 
attainment is a function of the independent variables in the hypothesis. 
All coefficients are positive as postulated in the theoretical frame­
work. Collectively, the independent variables explain a relatively 
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high proportion (sixty-four percent) of the variance in goal attain­
ment. 
Three of the independent variables are significant predictors of 
goal attainment. The intra-organizational integration and adaptation 
(task activity resources) coefficients are significant at the .10 level 
while the extra-organizational commitment coefficient is significant 
at the .05 level. Extra-organizational commitment is the most impor­
tant predictor of goal attainment after controlling for the influence 
of the other independent variables in the regression equation. Extra-
organizational integration, intra-organizational commitment, and adapta­
tion (system support) are not significant predictors of goal attainment 
at any of the conventional levels (i.e., .10, .05, and .01) used for 
declaring statistical significance. 
It can be concluded on the basis of these findings that the hypoth­
esis is moderately supported. Strong support cannot be accorded the 
hypothesis because three of the variables in the equation do not show a 
significant effect on goal attainment. 
The second general hypothesis in the total system effectiveness 
model states: 
G.H.4. Extra-organizational integration is a function of 
intra-organizational integration, extra-organizational 
commitment, intra-organizational commitment, adapta­
tion (system support), and adaptation (task activity 
resources). 
T^ e hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.4. The extra-organizational integration index score is a 
function of the intra-organizational integration index 
score, the extra-organizational commitment index score, 
the intra-organizational coasnitment index score, the 
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adaptation (system support) index score, and the 
adaptation (task activity resources) index score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.2. 
2 
Table 4.2. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for total system effectiveness model (evalua­
tion of hypothesis 4) 
Dependent variable; Extra-organizational Integration 
Independent variable b t-values 
5^ 
Intra-organizational Integration 0.1302 0.735 
X4 Extra-organizational Commitment 0.6835 2.198* 
S 
Intra-organizational Commitment -0.0089 -0.040 
2^ 
Adaptation (System support) -0.1921 -0.589 
=1 Adaptation (Task activity resources) -0.0790 -0.652 
2 ** 
R = .2394 F-value = 5.382 
ic 
A t-value of 2.00 is significant at the .05 level. 
A F-value of 3.34 is significant at the .01 level. 
The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) indicates that extra-
organizational integration is a function of the independent variables in 
the hypothesis. These variables, jointly, account for twenty-four per­
cent of the variance in extra-organizational integration. However, the 
hypothesis received only weak support because extra-organizational cKa­
mi tment stands alone among the independent variables having a positive 
and significant effect on extra-organizational integration. Intra-organ-
izational integration was found to have a positive but nonsignificant 
effect on extra-organizational integration. Each of the other 
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independent variables has a negative and nonsignificant effect on extra-
organizational integration after controlling for the effects of the other 
variables in the equation. 
The third general hypothesis in the total system effectiveness model 
states: 
6.H.6. Intra-organizational integration is a function of extra-
organizational commitment, intra-organizational commit­
ment, adaptation (system support), and adaptation (task 
activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.6. The intra-organizational index score is a function of 
the extra-organizational commitment index score, the 
intra-organizational commitment index score, the adapta­
tion (system support) index score, and the adaptation 
(task activity resources) index score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.3. 
2 
Table 4.3. Bnstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for total system effectiveness model (evalua­
tion of hypothesis 6) 
Dependent variable: Intra-organizational Integration 
Independent variable b t-values 
4^ 
Extra-organizational Commitment -0.2376 -1.186 
S Intra-organizational Commitment 0.6763 2.993* 
X, Adaptation (System support) 0.1525 0.671 
%1 Adaptation (Task activity resources) 0.0089 0.084 
= .2139 F-value = 5.897** 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
A F-value of 3.65 is significant at the .01 level. 
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The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) reveals that intra-
organizational integration is a function of the independent variables 
in the hypothesis. Collectively, the independent variables explain 
twenty-one percent of the variance in intra-organizational integration. 
All coefficients are positive with the exception of the extra-organ­
izational commitment coefficient. However, the only significant predictor 
of intra-organizational integration, after controlling for the effects 
of other variables, is the intra-organizational ccaimitment. This vari­
able is significant at the .01 level. 
Thus, it can be concluded on the basis of these findings that the 
hypothesis received minimal support given that only one of the predictor 
variables was found to have a significant effect on intra-organizational 
integration. 
The fourth general hypothesis in the total system effectiveness 
model states: 
G.H.8. Extra-organizational commitment is a function of 
intra-organizational ccsnmitment^  adaptation (systen 
support), and adaptation (task activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.8. The extra-organizational commitment index score is a 
function of the intra-organizational commitment index 
score, the adaptation (system support) index score, 
and the adaptation (task activity resources) index 
score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.4. 
The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) provides supportive 
evidence which shows that extra-organizational ccsnmitment is a function 
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Table 4.4. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for total system effectiveness model (evalua­
tion of hypothesis 8) 
Dependent variable; Extra-organizational C<amnitment 
Independent variable t-values 
Xg Intra-organizational Commitment 
Xg Adaptation (System support) 
X^  Adaptation (Task activity resources) 
= .7300 
0.1693 
1.0427 
0.0097 
1.160 
9.407* 
0.109 
F-value = 78.48 
** 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
** 
A F-value of 4.13 is significant at the .01 level. 
of the independent variables in the hypothesis. Collectively, these 
variables account for a very high proportion (seven-three percent) of 
the variance in extra-organizational commitment. However, adaptation 
(system support) is the only significant predictor of the extra-organ­
izational commitment after accounting for the effects of intra-organiza­
tional ccnssitment and adaptation (task activity resources). Intra-organ­
izational commitment approaches significance at the .01 level, but adap­
tation (task activity resources) has almost no effect on extra-organiza-
tional ccsnmitment. 
These results suggest that the hypothesis received some support and 
that the importance of adaptation (system support) as a predictor of 
extra-organizational commitment is particularly notable. 
The final general hypothesis in the total system effectiveness 
model states: 
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G.H.10. Intra-organizational commitment is a function of 
adaptation (system support) and adaptation (task 
activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.IO. The intra-organizational commitment index score is a 
function of the adaptation (system support) index 
score and the adaptation (task activity resources) 
index score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.5. 
2 
Table 4.5. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for total system effectiveness model (evalua­
tion of hypothesis 10) 
Dependent variable; Intra-organizational Commitment 
Independent variables b t-values 
Adaptation (System support) 0.1091 1.223 
Adaptation (Task activity resources 0.0341 0.384 
2 3 b R = — F-value = — 
C^orrected value cannot account for any variation in intra-organiza-
tional commicmeni;. 
'^ F-value is not reported since variation in intra-organizational 
commitment cannot be accounted for by the independent variables in the 
regression equation. 
The data in this table indicate that the hypothesis was not sup­
ported, Adaptation (system support) and adaptation (task activity re­
sources) cannot account for any variation in intra-organizational commit­
ment, which is contrary to what was expected theoretically» This find­
ing calls for a theoretical reexamination of the hypothesis before sub­
mitting it to any further empirical investigation. 
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Path diagram 
The path diagram on page 99 provides a visual portrayal of the five 
multivariate hypotheses previously examined and data for evaluating the 
complete theoretical model. These data reveal that a number of the 
hypothesized paths within the model were not empirically supported. The 
path coefficients tend to be small and many are not statistically signif­
icant . 
Extra-organizational integration, intra-organizational commitment, 
and adaptation (system support) were assumed to be causally related to 
goal attainment, but only intra-organizational integration, extra-organ­
izational commitment, and adaptation (task activity resources) show sig­
nificant partial relationships. However, all these variables collectively 
account for a substantial proportion (sixty-four percent) of the varia­
tion in goal attainment. In this regard, the model received seme em­
pirical support. 
Among the variables assumed to be causally related to extra-organi­
zational integration, only extra-organizational commitment shows a sig­
nificant partial relationship. Intra-organizational commitment stands 
alone in having a significant effect on intra-organizational integration 
among the variables assumed to be causally related to intra-organiza-
tional integration= When extra-organizational ccmmitment is considered 
as the dependent variable, only adaptation (system support) is found to 
have a significant partial relationship among the assumed causal vari­
ables. Finally, none of the exogenous variables that were thought to 
be causally related to intra-organizational commitment showed a 
X (A-TAR) = Adaptation-task activity resources; (A-SS) = Adaptation (System support)j (IOC) 
= Intra-organizational Commitment ; X^ (EOC) = Extra-organizational Commitment; X^ (lOI) - Intra-
organizational Integration; X, (EOI) = Extra-organizational Integration; X„ (GA) = OXGÂNL^£T UXWLLCTX XLJL L-'CGL-CI A. «-/II. ,
X through X = Residual Terms 
Goal attainment 
X =.9994 
a 
X =.8966 
.0089 
A-TAf^  
X 
S^ignificant paths. X^=.5196 X^=.8721 
Xg=.6008 
GA 
Figure 4.1. Path diagram of total system effectiveness model 
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significant partial relationship. 
The residual coefficients for the model were estimated by taking 
2 the square root of one minus R for each of the regression equations. 
These coefficients are relatively large which indicate that other impor­
tant variables capable of contributing to the prediction and explanation 
of the variance in the dependent variables were not included in the 
regression equations. This is particularly noticeable in the cases of 
extra-organizational integration, intra-organizational integration, and 
intra-organizational commitment and to a lesser degree in goal attain­
ment and extra-organizational commitment. 
Internal Effectiveness Model 
The first general hypothesis in the internal effectiveness model 
states: 
G.H.2. Productivity is a function of intra-organizational 
integration, intra-organizational commitment, and 
adaptation (task activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.2. The productivity index score is a function of the 
intra-organizational integration index score, the 
intra-organizational commitment index score, and the 
adaptation (task activity resources) index score. 
All coefficients for the independent variables were postulated to be 
positive in the theoretical framework. The relevant data for evaluating 
the hypothesis are presented in Table 4.6. 
The F-test (at the .05 level of significance) indicates that pro­
ductivity is a function of intra-organizational integration, intra-organ-
izational commitment, and adaptation (task activity resources). All 
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Table 4.6. Unstandardlzed partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for internai effectiveness model (evaluation of 
hypothesis 2) 
Dependent variable : Productivity 
Independent variables t-values 
Intra-organizational Integration 
Intra-organizational Commitment 
Xg Adaptation (Task activity resources) 
= .0954 
0.2245 
0.0800 
0.2306 
1.470 
0.352 
1.523 
.** 
* 
F-value = 3.058 
ic 
A t-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction con­
sidered. 
A F-value of 2.76 is significant at the .05 level. 
coefficients are positive as postulated in the theoretical framework. 
Collectively, the independent variables explain ten percent of the vari­
ance in productivity. 
Intra-organizational integration and adaptation (task resources) 
were found to be significant predictors of productivity at the .10 level. 
Intra-organizational commitment was not found to have a significant 
effect on productivity after accounting for the effects of intra-organi­
zational integration and adaptation (task activity resources). 
These findings suggest that the hypothesis received seme support, 
but the mnount of variation in productivity accounted for by the inde­
pendent variables was not as high as expected. 
The second general hypothesis in the internal effectiveness model 
states: 
G.H.7. Intra-organizational integration is a function of 
intra-organizational commitment and adaptation 
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(task activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.7. The intra-organizational integration index score is 
a function of the intra-organizational commitment 
index score and the adaptation (task activity re­
sources) index score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.7. 
2 
Table 4.7. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for internal effectiveness model (evaluation of 
hypothesis 7) 
Dependent variable; Intra-organizational Integration 
Independent variables b t-values 
* 
Intra-organizational Commitment 0.6200 2.760 
X^  Adaptation (Task activity resources) 0.0049 0.046 
) ** 
R = .2020 F-value = 11.10 
* 
At-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level. 
A F-value of 4.98 is significant at the .01 level. 
The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) reveals that intra-
organizational integration is a function of intra-organizational commit­
ment and adaptation (task activity resources). These variables, jointly, 
account for twenty percent of the variance in intra-organisational 
integration. 
Intra-organizational commitment was found to have a significant and 
direct effect on intra-organizational integration after controlling for 
the influence of adaptation (task activity resources). However, 
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adaptation (task activity resources) was not found to have a signifi­
cant effect on intra-organizational integration after accounting for the 
influence of intra-organizational commitment. 
It can be concluded on the basis of these findings that the hypoth­
esis is moderately supported primarily because of the importance of 
intra-organizational commitment to the prediction of intra-organizational 
integration. 
The final general hypothesis in the internal effectiveness model 
states : 
G.H.ll. Intra-organizational commitment is a function of 
adaptation (task activity resources). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.ll. The intra-organizational commitment index score is 
a function of the adaptation (task activity resources) 
index score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.8. 
2 
Table 4.8. Unstandardized regression coefficient, t-value, and R 
for internal effectiveness model (evaluation of hypothe­
sis 11) 
Dependent variable: Intra-organizational Commitment 
Independent variables b t-values 
Adaptation (Task activity resources) 0.0369 0.417 
C^orrected value does not account for any variation in intra-
organizational commitment. 
104 
The data in the above table indicate that the hypothesis was not sup­
ported. Adaptation (task activity resources) does not account for any 
variation in intra-organizational commitment. Therefore, this hypoth­
esis should be reevaluated theoretically before submitting it to any 
further empirical analysis. 
Path diagram 
The path diagram presented on page 105 depicts the hypotheses in­
cluded in the internal effectiveness model and relevant data are pro­
vided for an overall assessment of the model. 
These data reveal that half of the hypothesized paths were not em­
pirically supported. Among the variables assumed to be causally related 
to productivity, only intra-organizational integration and adaptation (task 
activity resources) show significant and direct partial relationships. 
Although the path between intra-organizational ccsnmitment and productiv­
ity was not found to be significant, intra-organizational commitment 
does show a significant and direct effect on inttfa-organizational integra­
tion after controlling for the influence of adaptation (task activity 
resources). This may mean that the influence of intra-organizational 
commitment on productivity is mediated by intra-organizational integra­
tion. Adaptation (task activity resources) was thought to be causally 
related to intra-organizational integration, but the results indicate no 
empirical support for the path. However, intra-organizational canmit-
ment and adaptation (task activity resources) combine to explain twenty 
percent of the variance in intra-organizational integration. The hypoth­
esized path between adaptation (task activity resources) and 
X- (A-TAR) = Adaptation-task activity resources; (IOC) = Intra-organizational 
Commitment ; X^ (lOI) = Intra-organizeClonal Integration; Xg (P) - Productivity 
X through X == Residual Terni» 
a c 
""I 
A-TM 
Significant paths. 
X,=.9950 
a 
X^».8933 b 
X^ -.95n 
Figure 4.2. Path diagram of internal effectiveness model 
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intra-organizational commitment was not found to be significant and no 
variation in intra-organizational commitment could be accounted for by 
adaptation (task activity resources). 
The residual coefficients at each stage of the model are very large 
which indicate that other important variables should have been included 
in the model in order to enhance the prediction and explanation of the 
variance in the dependent variables. 
The overall model did receive some empirical support in that at 
least ten percent of the variance in the focal dependent variable (pro= 
ductivity) was explained by intra-organizational integration, intra-
organizational commitment, and adaptation (task activity resources). 
External Effectiveness Model 
The first general hypothesis in the external effectiveness model 
states: 
G.H.3. Impact is a function of extra-organizational inte­
gration, extra-organizational commitment, and adap­
tation (system support). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.3. The impact index score is a function of the extra-
organizational integration index score, the extra-
organizational commitment index score, and the 
adaptation (system support) index score. 
All coefficients were postulated to be positive in the theoretical frame­
work. The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented 
in Table 4.9. 
The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) shows that impact is 
a function of extra-organizational integration, extra-organizational 
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Table 4.9. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for external effectiveness model (evaluation of 
hypothesis 3) 
Dependent variable; Impact 
Independent variables t-values 
Xg Extra-organizational Integration 
X^  Extra-organizational Commitment 
X2 Adaptation (System support) 
= .8158 
0.2188 
0.5091 
0.1462 
2.808 
3.747* 
0.850 
** 
F-value = 129.48 
A t-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level. 
** 
A F-value of 4.13 is significant at the .01 level. 
commitment, and adaptation (system support). These variables, together, 
explain a very high proportion (eighty-two percent) of the variance in 
impact. 
Extra-organizational integration and extra-organizational ccsnmit-
ment were found to have a significant and direct effect on impact but 
this was not tue câse for adaptation (systciu support)« The latter vari­
able was found to have positive but nonsignificant effect on impact 
when the influence of the other independent variables on impact was con­
trolled. 
These findings indicate that the hypothesis is supported empirically 
although adaptation (system support) did not prove to be as important 
as the other independent variables in accounting for variation in organ­
izational impact. 
The second general hypothesis in the external effectiveness model 
states: 
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G.H.5. Extra-organizational integration is a function of 
extra-organizational commitment and adaptation 
(system support). 
The hjipothasis is stated empirically: 
E.H.5. The extra-organizational integration index score is 
a function of the extra-organizational commitment 
index score and the adaptation (system support) index 
score. 
ïïie relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.10. 
2 
Table 4.10. Uhstandardized partial regression coefficients, t-values, R 
and F-value for external effectiveness model (evaluation 
of hypothesis 5) 
Dependent variable; Extra-organizational Integration 
Independent variables b t-values 
îSr 
Extra-organizational Commitment 0.6730 2.275 
Xg Adaptation (System support) -0.1886 -0.587 
2 ** 
R = .2639 F-value = 15.71 
A t-value of 1.67 is significant at the .05 level. 
**A F-value of 4.98 is significant at the .01 level. 
The F-test (at the .01 level of significance) indicates that extra-
organizational integration is a function of extra-organizational commit­
ment and adaptation (system support). Collectively, these variables 
explain twenty-six percent of the variance in extra-organizational inte­
gration. Extra-organizational commitment was found to have a signifi­
cant and direct effect on extra-organizational integration after con­
trolling for the influence of adaptation (system support). However, 
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after controlling for the influence of extra-organizational connnitment, 
adaptation (system support) was found to have an indirect and nonsignif­
icant effect on extra-organizational integration. 
Thus, it can be concluded on the basis of these findings that the 
hypothesis received some support but the effect of adaptation (system 
support) on extra-organizational integration was found to be minimal and 
not statistically significant. 
The final general hypothesis in the external effectiveness model 
states: 
G.H.9. Extra-organizational commitment is a function of 
adaptation (system support). 
The hypothesis is stated empirically: 
E.H.9. The extra-organizational commitment index score is 
a function of the adaptation (system support) index 
score. 
The relevant data for evaluating this hypothesis are presented in 
Table 4.11. 
2 
Table 4.11. Unstandardized regression coefficient, t-value and R 
for external effectiveness model (evaluation of hypoth­
esis 9) 
Dependent variable: Extra-organizational Commitment 
Independent variable b t-value 
Adaptation (System support) 1.065 9.898* 
= .7294 
A t-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level. 
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The t-test reveals that extra-organizational commitment is a func­
tion of adaptation (system support) at the .01 level of significance. 
Adaptation (system support) was found to have direct and significant 
effect on extra-organizational commitment and it explains seventy-three 
percent of the variance in extra-organizational commitment. Therefore, 
one can conclude on the basis of these results that the hypothesis re­
ceived strong empirical support. 
Path diagram 
The path diagram on page 111 is a representation of the external 
effectiveness model and relevant data are provided for an overall assess­
ment of the model. 
The data presented with the path diagram show that four of the six 
hypothesized paths within the external effectiveness model are statis­
tically significant. Among the three paths leading to impact, the paths 
between extra-organizational integration and impact and extra-organiza­
tional commitment and impact were found to be significant. Collectively, 
these independent variables explain eighty-two percent of the variance 
in impact. At the next stage of the model, extra-organizational commit­
ment and adaptation (system support) were thought to causally related 
to extra-organizational integration, but only extra-organizational com­
mitment showed a significant partial relationship. However, extra-organ­
izational commitment and adaptation (system support) together explain 
twenty-six percent of the variance in extra-organizational integration. 
The final stage of the model considers the hypothesized path between 
adaptation (syston support) and extra-organizational commitment. This 
X„ (A-SS) = Adaptation (Systran support); (EOC) = Extra-organizational Conanitment 
X- (EOI) = Iktra-organizational Integration; X^  (I) = Impact 
X through X = Residual Terms 
a c 
X^».5200 
a 
/ 
.1462 
•3lr Significant paths. 
X^=.8580 
X^=.4292 
Figure 4.3. Path diagram of external effectiveness model 
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path was found to be significant and adaptation (system support) ex­
plains a considerable proportion (seventy-three percent) of the vari­
ance in extra-organizational commitment. 
The residual coefficients for the equations in which impact and ex­
tra-organizational commitment were considered as dependent variables 
are not very large but in the case of extra-organizational integration 
the residual coefficient is extremely large. However, the residual 
coefficient for each equation, and particularly the equation in which 
extra-organizational integration was considered as a dependent vari­
able, indicate the other important variables should have been included 
in the model. 
Given that a majority of the hypothesized paths were found to be 
significant and a large amount of variation in the focal dependent 
variable (impact) was accounted for by the independent variables, the 
external effectiveness model received at least a moderate degree of 
empirical support. 
The substantive meaning and implications of the findings related 
to each of the effectiveness models are discussed in Chapter V. The 
reader is advised to see Appendix F for results from the empirical analy 
sis of the models after selected paths were deleted in each model based 
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CHAPTER V. IMPLICATIONS 
The objective of this chapter is to discuss the implications that 
the findings of this research engender for the theoretical, methodolog­
ical, and "real world" arenas from which the research evolved. This 
discussion will include the following topics: (1) implications for 
theory; (2) implications for methods; (3) implications for policy formu­
lations; and (4) implications for future research. 
Implications for Organizational Theory 
The research problem under investigation in this dissertation is 
an analysis of organizational effectiveness from the frames of reference 
of the organization and the larger system (communal-societal) of which 
the organization is a part. In the theoretical framework (Chapter II), 
organizational effectiveness was conceptualized in terms of Parsons' 
(1951) AGIL scheme. This scheme, when applied to the formal organiza­
tion, represents an open systems perspective on organizational behavior 
by giving primary attention to the relationship between the organization 
and its environment. The AGIL scheme served as a basis for formulating 
models to examine the assumed structure of causal relations among vari­
ables suggestive of both the organizational and ccamnunal-societal views 
on the conceptual and empirical domain of the organizational effective­
ness construct. Goal attainment and its conceptual referents, produc­
tivity and impact, were considered in the theoretical framework as key 
variables to be explained in the total system, internal, and external 
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effectiveness models, respectively. The findings generated from an 
empirical analysis of these models suggest some important implications 
for organizational theory. 
The findings associated with total system effectiveness model in­
dicate that there is utility in considering organizational effectiveness 
from the organizational and communal-societal frames of reference simul­
taneously. More specifically, the findings reveal that variables 
posited to be indicative of both frames of reference were essential for 
predicting and explaining observed differences in goal attainment. Sixty-
four percent of the variance in goal attainment was explained by these 
variables, collectively. The variables found to have a significant and 
direct effect on goal attainment were intra-organizational integration, 
extra-organizational consnitment, and adaptation (task activity re­
sources). Substantively, this means that goal attainment, as defined 
in terms of organizational productivity and impact, was found to be de­
pendent upon the ability of the organizations to; (1) achieve and main­
tain solidarity and cohesion among organizational subsystems; (2) achieve 
and maintain a positive orientation toward their output constituency; 
and (3) relate to their environment in a manner so as to acquire a suf­
ficient inflow of resources for task activities. 
Extra-organizational integration, intra-organizational commitment 
and adaptation (system support) were not found to have a significant 
effect on goal attainment, but intra-organizational commitment and adap­
tation (system support) showed a direct and significant effect on intra-
organiaational integration and extra-organizational conmitment. 
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respectively. This suggests that these variables may be regarded as 
contributing to the effects that intra-organizational integration and 
extra-organizational commitment were found to have on goal attainment. 
The findings associated with the internal effectiveness model pro­
vide additional support for the view that the acquisition of task activ­
ity resources and intra-organizational solidarity and cohesion are im­
portant to the success of the organization in achieving its output ends. 
Intra-organizational commitment is also important but to a lesser degree 
because it was not found to have a significant effect on productivity, 
however, intra-organizational commitment did show a direct and signifi­
cant influence on intra-organizational integration which means that its 
influence on productivity may be mediated by intra-organizational inte­
gration. The small amount of variance (ten percent) explained in pro­
ductivity by these independent variables, collectively, indicates that 
other important variables should be included in future models seeking to 
predict and explain observed differences in organizational productivity. 
The findings associated with the external effectiveness model pro­
vide strong support for the argument made by several organizational 
analysts with regard to incorporating extra-organizational factors as 
explanatory variables of ultimate organizational success (Price, 1968; 
Friedlander and Pickle, 1968; Gross, 1968; Lyden, 1975; Pennings and 
Goodman, 1977). More specifically, these findings indicate that the abil­
ity of the organization to establish and maintain linkages with outside 
social units and to achieve and maintain a positive orientation toward 
their output constituency were potent factors in producing outputs 
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which had significant and positive consequences for clientele groups. 
Adaptation (system support) or the degree to which the organizations' 
policies and goal-directed behavior received approval by their consti­
tuency was found to be important in promoting extra-organizational commit­
ment. Because extra-organizational commitment was found to have a direct 
and significant effect on impact, and adaptation (system support) did 
show a significant and direct effect on extra-organizational commitment, 
adaptation (system support) should be seen as contributing to the effect 
that extra-organizational commitment showed on impact. Collectively, 
the independent variables in the external effectiveness model explained 
eighty-two percent of the variance in organizational impact. 
Overall, the findings generated from the empirical analysis of these 
models indicate that consideration of both the organization's internal 
and external environment was essential for predicting and explaining 
observed differences in the focal dependent variables (i.e., goal attain­
ment, productivity, and impact). This is consistent with the emphasis 
that open systems theory places on the interdependence of organizational 
subsystems and organizational-environmental relations in explaining 
organizational survival, viability, and growth over time. These find­
ings should provide impetus for future theoretical and empirical research 
on organizational effectiveness to concentrate on identifying and spec­
ifying other important intra- and extra-organizational factors that can 
be seen as contributing to overall organizational "well-being". 
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Implications for Methods 
The implications that the findings have for research methods re­
volve around data collection devices, measurement of theoretical con­
cepts, the use of the errors-in-variables technique to make adjustments 
for measurement error and specification error. 
The unusually high response rate (96.5%) achieved in this research 
was in large part due to the procedures followed before and after the 
questionnaires were mailed to subjects to encourage the completion and 
return of the questionnaires. These included: (1) precontacting sub­
jects to (a) inform them of the importance of the overall research 
project and data collection effort, (b) to make clear that their re­
sponses would never be associated with them personally or the organiza­
tion which each represents and (c) familiarize them with the research 
sponsoring agency and research team members; (2) attractive packaging of 
the questionnaires with cover letters; and (3) follow-up devices such 
as postcards, replacement questionnaires, letters, and telephone calls 
to subjects who had not completed and returned the questionnaires by 
specified dates. In future research, where the mailed questionnaire 
survey is contemplated being employed, it is advised that these proce­
dures be considered for maximizing the completion and return of ques­
tionnaires . 
Undoubtedly, the high response rate achieved in this research had 
an impact on the degree to which normality assumptions were met for mul­
tiple linear regression and path analysis regarding values of the depend' 
ent variables. This is because the probability of obtaining values 
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that are normally distributed increases with the sample size according 
to the Central Limit Theorem (Snedecor and Cochran, 1976:51). 
The use of multiple items to measure each theoretical concept and 
combining these items to form an index for each concept proved to have 
great utility with respect to (1) adequately sampling the substantive 
domain of concepts that are abstract and multidimensional in quality; 
(2) reducing the significance of the problem of missing data normally 
associated with the mailed questionnaire survey and single-item meas­
ures; and (3) providing a basis for estimating the validity and reliabil­
ity of variable measures. This measurement procedure provided the re­
searcher with some assurance that the statistical results would not be 
unduly distorted. Future research should make more use of the index 
procedure to measure theoretical concepts in order to insure a more ex­
tensive coverage of the domain of the concepts than that provided by 
single-item measures. 
The errors-in-variables procedure that was used to make adjustments 
for measurement error and specification error generated partial regres­
sion coefficients and squared multiple correlation coefficients that were 
in many cases substantially different from those generated by the ordi­
nary least squares regression procedure (see Appendix E). This is clearly 
evident in the regression model in which goal attainment is the depend­
ent variable. Three of the error-in-variables regression coefficients 
are statistically significant while four of the ordinary least squares 
regression coefficients are statistically significant. Sixty-four per­
cent of the variance in goal attainment was explained by the independent 
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variables based on the error-in-variables procedure while only forty-
eight percent of the variance in goal attainment was explained by the 
independent variables based on the ordinary least squares procedure. 
Thus, the amount of variance explained in goal attainment increased by 
sixteen percent when the error-in-variables procedure was employed. Fur­
thermore, not only were the findings from the regression model with goal 
attainment as the dependent variable altered as a consequence of incor­
porating the errors-in-variables procedure in the research but this was 
the case for the other regression models as well. 
Since multiple linear regression and path analysis are used to 
estimate the structure of the relationship between variables, it is ex­
tremely important that estimates be based on true values rather than ob­
served values. The error-in-variables procedure produces corrected 
partial regression coefficients that provide estimates of the relation 
between true values of the variables in a model. Future research that 
employs multivariate analysis techniques would be enhanced by the in­
corporation of the errors-in-variables procedure to correct for meas­
urement error and specification error. 
Implications for Policy Formulations 
The implications that the findings of this research have for policy 
formulations within the Cooperative Extension Service or other similar 
organizations must be regarded as tentative primarily because of the non-
random sampling methodology and modest coefficients. These factors, how­
ever, do not preclude the consideration ox the implications of the 
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findings along with other information that may be accessible and can 
serve as a basis for policy formulations. Also, if the major findings 
of this research are sustained by further work, four of them suggest im­
portant implications for policy formulations that can prcsnote productiv­
ity, impact, and overall goal attainment of County Extension organiza­
tions . 
First, County Extension organizations that are well-integrated in­
ternally are more likely to achieve high levels of productivity and over­
all goal attainment. This implies that consideration should be given 
to developing and implementing strategies to improve on the amount of 
interaction and communication among program leaders with regard to plan­
ning and coordinating their efforts and working as a team on projects of 
mutual concern. 
Second, County Extension organizations that have a greater commit­
ment to meeting the needs and general interests of their constituency 
are more likely to have a greater impact on their constituency and 
achieve their goals. This implies that some attention should be devoted 
to insuring that County Extension personnel are knowledgeable and com­
mitted to meeting the needs and general interests of their constituency. 
Moreover, this knowledge and ccsmnitment should be channeled toward re­
fining and establishing programs to meet the needs and general interests 
of their constituency. 
Third, County Extension organizations that are achieving and main­
taining a sufficient inflow of task activity resources are more likely 
to be productive and accomplish goals. This implies that continuous 
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efforts should be directed toward obtaining competent personnel (profes­
sional and nonprofessional), volunteer leaders, finances, and adequate 
facilities. 
Finally, County Extension organizations that have established viable 
interrelationships with outside social units (i.e., individuals, groups, 
and organizations) at the county level are more likely to have a greater 
impact on their constituency. This implies that consideration be given 
to encouraging County Extension personnel to become involved in commu­
nity affairs beyond those sponsored by Extension and, at the same time, 
encouraging Extension clientele to actively participate in planning and 
implementing Extension programs at the county level. 
Implications for Future Research 
There remains a great deal of research to be done in the area of 
organizational effectiveness specifically with regard to the problem of 
the antecedents and consequences of those variables which have been sug­
gested as defining characteristics of the organizational effectiveness 
construct. This research has addressed this problem in terms of the 
assumed causal structure of relations among these variables. However, 
the findings of this research must be considered as tentative until such 
time as they are sustained by future research. The findings of this re­
search may be regarded as suggesting the following implications for 
future research. First, future research should endeavor to replicate 
the study with data on other types of organizations in both the public 
and private sectors. Second, future research should consider a more 
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rigorous and formal evaluation of the causal models by employing longi­
tudinal data which would provide for more direct inferences about cause 
and effect relations among the variables. Third, future research should 
consider the analysis of reciprocal causation between variables in the 
models by the application of an experimental research design. Finally, 
future research should expand on the data sources that were used In 
this study to include both subjective and objective data for effective­
ness variables indicative of the organizational and conmunal-societal 
frames of reference. 
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CHAPTER VI. SUMMARY 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide a synopsis of this dis­
sertation with regard to the research objectives stated in Chapter I. 
The research problem which this dissertation addressed was an analy­
sis of organizational effectiveness from the frames of reference of the 
organization and larger system (communal-societal) of which the organiza­
tion is a part. Central to the selection of this problem was the recog­
nition of the importance of both internal and external organizational 
components (i.e., social units within and outside the organization) for 
determining organizational "well-being". 
The general objective of the dissertation was twofold: (1) to de­
velop a better understanding of the conceptual and empirical demain of 
the organizational effectiveness construct and (2) to formulate a compre­
hensive explanation of organizational effectiveness that gives consider­
ation to the organization's internal and external environment. This 
general objective was to be accomplished by examining the effectiveness 
of a set of community service organizations based upon internal (organi­
zational) and external (communal-societal) criteria with the view that 
organizational effectiveness is reflected in multiple organizational 
functions and outcomes. The internal criteria were suggested to include: 
adaptation (task activity resources), intra-organizational ccsmnitment, 
intra-organizational integration, and productivity. The external cri­
teria were suggested to include: adaptation (system support), extra-
organizational commitment, extra-organizational integration, and impact. 
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The specific objectives of the dissertation were stated as follows; 
(1) To theoretically and empirically examine organizational effective­
ness from two frames of reference—organizational and c(%nmunal-
societal. 
(2) To identify and develop general measures of internal and external 
dimensions of organizational effectiveness that may be applied 
across various types of organizations. 
(3) To theoretically develop and empirically examine three causal models 
of organizational effectiveness. The first model to focus on total 
system effectiveness; the second, on internal effectiveness; and 
the third, on external effectiveness. 
In connection with each of these objectives, it was noted that 
the study would contribute to the advancement of organizational theory 
by; (1) systematically unifying and categorizing those variables posited 
to be within the domain of the organizational effectiveness construct 
and (2) providing information concerning the relationship between these 
variables that could serve as a basis for the refinement of organiza­
tional effectiveness models. 
The objectives of the study were formulated based on the following 
considerations; (1) the importance of organizational effectiveness re­
search for the discipline and for organizational practitioners who are 
concerned with designing and implementing strategies to improve organ­
izational operations and effectiveness; (2) the status of past research; 
and (3) the polemics and limitations of past research. Each of these 
were discussed in Chapter I. 
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In Chapter II, the open systems perspective on organizational beha­
vior and Parsons' (1951) AGIL scheme were discussed as a theoretical 
basis and rationale for; (1) examining organizational effectiveness from 
the organizational and communal-societal frames of reference (specific 
objective 1) and (2) developing effectiveness models to reflect these 
frames of reference, collectively and individually (specific objective 3). 
The first model, total system effectiveness, focused on hypothe­
sized causal relations among variables which were suggested as defining 
characteristics of organizational effectiveness associated with both the 
organizational and communal-societal frames of reference. The focal de­
pendent variable in this model was goal attainment. The second model, 
internal effectiveness, focused on hypothesized causal relations among 
variables which were suggested as defining characteristics of organiza­
tional effectiveness associated with the organizational frame of refer­
ence. The focal dependent variable in this model was organizational 
productivity. The third model, external effectiveness, focused on hy­
pothesized causal relations among variables which were suggested as de­
fining characteristics of organizational effectiveness associated with 
the cOTimunal-societal frame of reference. The focal dependent variable 
in this model was organizational impact. 
The conceptualization of organizational effectiveness in terms of 
adaptation, latency (commitment), integration, and goal attainment and 
the explication of these concepts into internal and external dimensions 
allowed for the identification and development of general measures of 
organizational effectiveness that could be applied across various types 
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of organizations (specific objective 2). The items in each of the in­
dexes presented in Chapter III to measure the theoretical concepts gen­
erally reflect critical problems that all organizations must solve along 
their input-throughput-output cycle in order to be effective. These 
problems revolve around (1) the acquisition of task activity resources 
and system support; (2) achieving and maintaining intra- and extra-organ­
izational commitment among organizational members; (3) achieving and 
maintaining intra- and extra-organizational integration among organiza­
tional subsystems and between the organization and outside social units, 
respectively, and (4) achieving goals through organizational productiv­
ity and impact. Therefore, the indexes formed in this study, with minor 
modifications in select items, may be applied to the examination of organ­
izational effectiveness in various organizational settings. 
The empirical examination of organizational effectiveness fron the 
organizational and communal-societal frames of reference (specific ob­
jective 1) was encompassed by the analysis of the total system, internal, 
and external effectiveness causal models (specific objective 3). In 
Chapter III, the statistical procedures utilized to empirically analyze 
these models were discussed Including the assumptions which underlie 
their use. These procedures were linear regression, path analysis, and 
arrors=in=variablss. 
The findings fvosa. the empirical analysis of the models were reported 
in Chapter IV. Five multivariate hypotheses were contained in the total 
system effectiveness model and four of these received some empirical 
support. Two multivariate and one bivariate hypotheses were included 
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in the internal effectiveness model and two of these received some em­
pirical support. Two multivariate and one bivariate hypotheses were con­
tained in the external effectiveness model and all of these received some 
empirical support. 
In regard to the focal dependent variables in the models, the follow­
ing results were found. Sixty-four percent of the variance in goal attain­
ment was explained by the independent variables in the total system model. 
The variables found to have a significant effect on goal attainment were 
intra-organizational integration, extra-organizational commitment, and 
adaptation (task activity resources). Ten percent of the variance in 
productivity was explained by the independent variables in the internal 
model. The variables that showed a significant effect on productivity 
were intra-organizational integration and adaptation (task activity re­
sources). Eighty-two percent of the variance in impact was explained by 
the independent variables in the external model. The variables found 
to have a significant effect on impact were extra-organizational inte­
gration and extra-organizational commitment. 
When the integration variables were considered as dependent variables 
in the analysis of the models, the following results were found. Twenty-
four percent of the variance in extra-organizational integration was ex­
plained by the independent variables in the total system model. Extra-
organizational commitment was the only variable which showed a signif­
icant effect on extra-organizational integration. Twenty-one percent 
of the variance in intra-organizational integration was explained by the 
independent variables in the total system model. Intra-organizational 
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commitment was the only variable found to have a significant effect 
on intra-organizational integration. Twenty percent of the variance 
in intra-organizational integration was explained by the independent 
variables in the internal model. Intra-organizational commitment was 
the only variable which showed a significant effect on intra-organiza­
tional integration. Twenty-six percent of the variance in extra-organ-
izational integration was explained by the independent variables in the 
external model. Extra-organizational commitment was the only variable 
found to have a significant effect on extra-organizational integration. 
When the commitment variables were considered as dependent variables 
in the analysis of the models the following results were obtained. 
Seventy-three percent of the variance in extra-organizational commitment 
was explained by the independent variables in the total system model. 
Adaptation (system support) was the only variable which showed a signif­
icant effect on extra-organizational commitment. None of the variance 
in intra-organizational commitment could be accounted for by the inde­
pendent variables in the total system and internal models. Seventy-
three percent of the variance in extra-organizational commitment was ex­
plained by the single independent variable (adaptation-system support) 
in the external model. 
The tmplieations of these findings for organizational theory, re­
search methods, policy formulations, and future research were discussed 
in Chapter V. With regard to organizational theory, the findings lend 
support to the importance that open systems theory places on the inter­
dependence of organizational subsystems and organizational-environmental 
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relations as an explanation of organizational survival, viability and 
growth over time. That is, the findings indicate that a consideration 
of both the organization's internal and external environment was essen­
tial for predicting and explaining observed differences in the focal 
dependent variables (i.e., goal attainment, productivity and impact). 
It was further suggested that the findings should provide impetus for 
future theoretical research to identify and specify other important 
intra- and extra-organizational factors that can be seen as contributing 
to organizational success. 
The implications of the findings for research methods related to 
the study's data collection devices, measurement of theoretical concepts 
and the use of the errors-ln-variables technique to make adjustment for 
measurement and specification error. The degree to which the findings 
were accurate can be attributed to the high response rate achieved in 
the research, the use of multiple items combined into Indexes to measure 
the theoretical concepts, and the adjustments made for measurement and 
specification error. 
In regard to the implications for policy formulations, it was sug­
gested that if the major findings of this research were sustained by 
further work, four of them suggest important implications for promoting 
productivity, impact and overall goal attainment of County Extension 
organizations. These four implications were: (1) County Extension organ­
izations that are well-integrated internally are more likely to achieve 
high levels of productivity and overall goal attainment; (2) County Ex­
tension organizations that have a greater commitment to meeting the needs 
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and general interests of their constituency are more likely to have a 
greater Impact on their constituency and achieve their goals; (3) County 
Extension organizations that are achieving and maintaining a sufficient 
inflow of task activity resources are more likely to be productive and 
accomplish goals; and (4) County Extension organizations that have es­
tablished viable interrelationships with outside social units at the 
county level are more likely to have a greater impact on their constitu­
ency. 
Finally, the following implications of the findings were suggested 
for future research. First, future research should endeavor to replicate 
the study with data on other types of organizations in both the public 
and private sectors. Second, future research should consider a more 
rigorous and formal evaluation of the causal models by employing longi­
tudinal data which would provide for more direct inferences about cause 
and effect relations among the variables. Third, future research should 
consider the analysis of reciprocal causation between variables in the 
models by the application of an experimental research design. Lastly, 
future research should expand on the data sources that were used in 
this study to include both subjective and objective data for the effec­
tiveness variables. 
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
Please Read Carefully Before Proceeding 
1. Please answer all of the questions asked in the questionnaire, using the 
answer categories provided. This is the only '.vay that v.'s can insure that 
the views of your County Extension Service will be recorded. If you 
wish to qualify your answers in any way, we invite you to do so in the 
margins, but only after using the answer spaces and categories provided. 
2. It is anticipated that the questionnaire can be completed In less than 
an hour. 
3 .  Nearly all of the questions are concerned with your County Extension 
Service. As the County Extension Director (key administrative official), 
we would like for you to represent the professional staff in your county 
in responding to these questions. 
4. Specific instructions are provided at the beginning of each new section. 
Please read these carefully. NOTE that some questions have several 
parts to them. Complete all parts of those questions. 
5 .  When you have completed the entire questionnaire you will find that all 
you need do is: 
A. Close the questionnaire booklet, 
B. Staple the booklet in the places indicated on the back cover, 
C. Mail (postage and addresses have already been provided). 
IN ORDER TO AVOID THE HOLIDAY MAIL DELAYS COMMON AT THIS TIME OF YEAR, PLEASE 
RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE ON OR BEFORE 
\ 
144 
County Extension Director 
Questionnaire 
Section I - Commitment to the County Extension Service 
Listed below are questions about the degree of Extension staff involvement 
in the County Extension Service. We are interested in learning more about 
the county Extension staff's identification with their work. 
To what extent: 
1. Do staff members in your county exhibit 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(a) A belief In the (Circle your answer) 
philosophy of the 
County Extension 
Service? ' 123456789 10 11 
(b) A sense of pride in working 
for the Extention Service 
in this county? 1 2 3456789 10 11 
(c) A feeling that the County 
Extension Service's 
problems are their 
problems? 1 23456789 10 11 
(d) A willingness to work 
over-time? ] 23456789 10 II 
(e) A strong desire to meet the 
objectives of the County 
Extension Service? 123456789 10 11 
(f) A strong desire to stay 
with the Extension Service 
in this county? 123456789 10 11 
2. Do staff members in your county exert high levels of effort on behalf of 
înc uOutiLy cXLciiS i On oÈrViCê oêyOnd minimal job expectations? 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
2 
14S 
Section 11 - Resource Adequacy and Problem Solving Ability 
The following set of questions concerns your County Extension Service's 
Also, there 
are questions which ask about the ability of the Extension staff to adapt 
to new ideas, work routines, and changing clientele needs and desires. 
To what extent; 
I. Does your County Extension Service have a sufficient amount of the following 
resources to fulfill its mission 
(a) Finances? 
(b) Professional Extension 
personnel ? 
(c) Volunteer leaders? 
(d) Office (secretarial) 
personnel ? 
(e) Office space? 
(f) Equipment? 
(g) Technical expertise in 
Extension subject 
matters? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
2 3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10 1 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1  
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
2. Are individual staff members in your County Extension Service allocated 
sufficient resources (time, money, equipment, etc.) with which to 
fulfill their job expectations? 
To a very 
little extent 
4 5 6 7 8 9  
To some extent 
10 11 
To a very 
great extent 
3 .  Is your County Extension Service 
(a) Capable of coping with 
emergencies that arise 
from time to time? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Ci rcle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(b) Able to anticipate most 
clientele needs and 
desires before they are 
formally expressed? I 23456789 10 II 
what extent: 
3 
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Are staff members in your County Extension Service receptive to new 
ideas and suggestions offered by your 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
(a) County clientele? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(b) County Extension Council? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(c) Area staff? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
5. Is your County Extension Service 
C^) Losing clientele because 
other organizations in the 
county are providing similar 
educational programs? 
(b) Losing volunteer leaders 
to other organizations in 
the county? 
(c) Losing professional 
Extension personnel because 
they are able to obtain 
higher salaries from 
other public or private 
organizations? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
6. Does your County Extension Service receive time and financial support 
from local organizations and businesses? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
7 .  Do staff members in your County Extension Service readily accept and 
adjust to changes in their work routines? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  I I  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent • great extent 
4 
Section III - Relationships Among County Staff 
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This set of questions requests some information about your County Extension 
staff. We are interested in learning about the working relationships among 
professional county staff. 
1. To what extent do staff members in your County Extension Service 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(a) Plan together and coordinate ^0"^ answer) 
their efforts where it is 
feasible? 123456789 10 11 
(b) Encourage each other to 
work as a team on 
projects of mutual 
concern? 123456789 10 11 
(c) Efficiently organize 
their work activities? 123456789 10 H 
(d) Exchange information about 
what is going on in their 
program areas? 1 23456789 10 11 
(e) Interact with each other 
even off the job? 1 2 3456789 10 11 
(f) Interact with each other 
in their daily Extension 
activities? 1 23456789 10 11 
(g) Agree OP. what sorts of. 
programs will best meet 
clientele needs? 123456789 10 11 
(h) Agree on clientele needs? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(i) Participate in decision 
making? 1 2345678g 10 U 
(J) Prefer to work with other 
Extension professionals 
rather than with persons 
not in Extension? 1 23456789 1011 
5 
Section IV - Relationships with Area Staff 
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in these questions, we are interested in understanding working relationships 
between County Extension staff and area level staff. Please answer the 
following questions about how your county staff and the staff in your area 
office relate to each other. 
To what extent; 
1. Are Area level staff receptive to suggestions and ideas offered by staff 
members in your County Extension Service? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 
Non-receptive Sometimes Nearly always 
receptive receptive 
2. Do Area level staff provide enough information and technical assistance 
for staff members in your County Extension Service to do the best job 
possible? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Difficult Can always get 
to get help help from specialists 
3 .  Do staff members in your County Extension Service 
(a) Plan activities and 
coordinate their efforts 
with Area staff? 
(b) Agree with Area staff on 
clientele needs? 
(c) Agree with Area staff on 
goals that the County 
Extension Service ought 
to pursue? 
(d) Feel free to disagree with 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Ci rcle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 3  
Section V - Relationships with the Extension Council and County Clientele 
This set of questions asks you for some information about your Extension Council 
and county clientele. We would like to learn more about the relationship between 
the County Extension Service and these two groups. 
6 
To what extent! 
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1. Is your Extension Council receptive to new ideas and programs developed 
by staff members in your County Extension Service? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  I I  
Non-receptive Sometimes Nearly always 
receptive receptive 
2. Does your Extension Council have enough knowledge of county clientele to 
help your county staff recognize and interpret clientele needs and 
interests? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
3. Does your Extension Council provide information and make suggestions 
concerning clientele needs and interests? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
4. Does your Extension Council agree with staff members in your County Extension 
Service on 
lit 
(a) The types of activities and 
programs that the County 
Extension Service should 
develop and implement? 
(b) The goals that the County 
Extension Service ought.to 
pursue? 
(c) Priority clientele 
groups? 
5 .  Do clientele in your county agree wi 
Extension Service on 
0 a very To a very 
e extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
staff members in your County 
(a) The types of activities and 
programs that the County 
Extension Service should 
develop and implement? 
(b) The goals that the County 
Extension Service ought 
to pursue? 
To a very To a very 
ittle extent To some extent great extenti 
(Circle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
7 
6. Are county clientele receptive to new ideas and programs developed by staff 
members in your County Extension Service? 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 !! 
Non-receptive Sometimes Nearly always 
receptive receptive 
Section VI - Daily Work Activities of County Staff 
In this section we ask you to respond to questions about the day-to-day work 
of Extension staff. Our purpose is to learn more about Extension activities 
at the county level. 
How adequate: 
1. Is the orientation provided to new Extension Service field staff? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Rather Adequate More than 
inadequate adequate 
2. Is the staff training for updating skills and abilities and for informing 
field staff about new goal priorities and new procedures. 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Rather Adequate More than 
inadequate adequate 
To what extent: 
h. Do staff members in your County Extension Service 
I To a very To a very 
!  l i t t l e  e x t e n t  T o  s o m e  extent Great extent 
(a) Exchange ideas and (^rcle your answer) 
opinions wi th state 
and area level staff? 1 23456789 10 11 
on (b) Feel pressured to work 
programs that they would 
prefer not to be involved 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  I I  
(c) Feel pressured to work with 
clientele groups that they 
would prefer not to work 
with? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(d) Feel that program expectations 
between the state and federal 
level are incompatible? I23456789IOII 
(e) Feel that program expectations 
between the state level and the 
Extension Council are 
incompatible? 1234567891011 
Sect ion  Vi l  -  Advisory  Groups  
1 .  We would  l ike  to  obta in  some informat ion  re la ted  to  the  volunteer  leaders  who work  in  your  county .  We a re  
espec ia l ly  in te res ted  in  leader  par t ic ipa t ion  and the  feedback  you rece ive  f rom the  var ious  advisory  commit tees  
your  county  may have  es tab l i shed;  for  example ,  CRD,  4 -H,  Home Economics ,  Publ ic  Affa i r s ,  Lives tock ,  e tc .  P lease  
es t imate ,  as  bes t  you  can ,  the  ex ten t  of  the i r  par t ic ipa t ion  by f i l l ing  out  the  informat ion  reques ted  be low in  
columns  a  through d .  I f  the  group l i s ted  does  not  ex is t  in  your  county ,  draw a  l ine  through i t .  
Then,  in  co lumns  e  and  f ,  t ry  to  es t imate  the  f requency and  usefu lness  of  the  feedback  ( i . e . ,  sugges t ions  and  
c r i t ic i sms)  you rece ive  f rom these  advisory  groups .  
(a )  (b)  (c )  (d)  (e )  ( f )  
Name o f  Advisory  U o f  Volunteer  #  of  Volunteer  #  of  Volunteer  Frequency of  Usefu lness  of  
Commit tee  o r  Leaders  Serv ing  Leaders  who were  Leaders  in  1976 Feedback  Feedback  
Group In  1977 NEW in 1977 who chose  NOT to  j  Very  Not  Very  1 
Cont inue  in  1977 | Inf requent  Frequent  Usefu l  Usefu l  |  
,  _  .  ,  (Ci rc le  your  answer)  4-H Expans ion  and  '  
(<j  )  Review Commit tee  123^567891011 123^567891011 
I-» 
Ui 
4-H Volunteer  Leaders  
(b) (Organiza t iona l  Clubs)  1  23456789 10 11 I  23456789 10 I I  
Home Economics  
(c )Program Commit tee  
(d)Pork  Producers  
(e )Beef  Producers  
2  3  4  5  6  7  
00 
9  10  11  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  CO
 
9 10 1 1 
2 3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  
2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  
P lease  l i s t  o thers  be low;  you need  only  l i s t  the  more  permanent  commit tees  o r  groups .  
( f )  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  
(g)  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  
(h)  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  
9  
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Section V!H - Participation in Professional and Community Activities 
This set of questions is designed to obtain information on the extent of 
your County Extension staff's participation in professional and community 
actlvi ties. 
To what extent : 
1. Do staff members in your County Extension Service 
(a) Participate in community 
affairs other than those 
sponsored by the County 
Extension Service? 
(b) Participate in state pro­
fessional associations 
(related to Extension)? 
(c) Participate in national 
professional associations 
(related to Extension)? 
(d) Feel pressured to* 
maintain their "image" 
as an Extension staff 
member even when 
"off-duty"? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
2. In how many organizations in your local community do you hold formal 
or informal leadership roles? 
Section IX - Work Environment 
Sometimes people in organizations have difficulty planning and making 
decisions because of a lack of needed information or because things change 
unexpectedly. In these questions we ask you to evaluate how frequently 
these sorts of things occur in your County Extension Service. 
1. How often are there changes In the social, economic, or political 
conditions in your county which directly affect County Extension 
work? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Rarely Occasionally Frequently 
10  
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2. People can often point to prevailing ideas in their profession about the 
best methods or techniques to be used in their jobs. How often are 
there changes in such ideas regarding County Extension work? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 n 
Rarely Occasionally Frequently 
3. How often do you believe that the information you have about your county is 
sufficient for decision making? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 1 
Rarely Occasionally Frequently 
k. How often do you believe that the information you receive from area and 
state Extension staff is sufficient for decision-making? 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Rarely Occasionally Frequently 
5. How often do you know what to expect in your dealings with other people or 
organizations in the county? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Rarely Occasionally Frequently 
Section X - Feedback from the Area Office and County Clientele 
The success of future Extension programs often depends on the information 
that County Extension staff receive about current programs. In this section 
we would like to learn more about the frequency and usefulness of feedback 
information that various individuals and groups provide to your county staff. 
1. How frequently do 
fRarely-annualiy Very frequently-
(â) You get together with your (C'rcle your answer) 
Area Extension Director to 
hear his or her evaluations 
and suggestions for improving 
County Extension programs? 123456789 10 11 
(b) Other staff niembers in your 
County Extension Service get 
together with your Area 
Extension Director to hear 
his or her evaluations and 
suggestions for improving 
County Extension programs? 123456789 10 11 
(c) You or other staff members 
in your County Extension 
Service get together with 
the Extension Council to hear 
their evaluations and 
suggestions for improving 
County Extension programs? 123456709 10 11 
11  
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[Rarely-annually Very frequently-monthlyj 
(Circle your answer) 
(d) You or other staff members 
in your County Extension 
Service get together with 
county clientele, including 
volunteer 4-H leaders, 
producer groups, homemaker 
groups, etc., to hear their 
evaluations and suggestions 
for improving County Extension 
programs? 123456789 10 11 
To what extent: 
2. Have evaluations and suggestions offered by the following led to changes 
and improvements in Extension programs conducted in your county? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
(a) County clientele 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(b) County Extension council I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(c) Area Extension director 1 2 3 4 ,5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(d) Area staff 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
3. To what extent can you depend on your 
To a very 
little extent 
(a) Area Extension Director to 
provide county staff with 
constructive comments 
and feedback on Extension 
(b) 
:ounty? 
Extension Council to provide 
county staff with constructive 
comments and feedback on 
Extension activities in your 
county? 
To a very 
To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
12  
Sec t ion  XI  -  Programs and  Goals  
This  se t  of  ques t ions  i s  concerned  wi th  your  assessment  of  var ious  aspec ts  of  
County  Extens ion  Serv ice  programs and  goa ls .  You,  perhaps  more  than  anyone  
e l se ,  a re  the  bes t  judge  of  what  sor t  of  job  your  County  Extens ion  Serv ice  
i s  doing .  
Based on your county goals, to what extent: 
1. Is the quantity (number) of programs provided to clientele groups consistent 
with your county goals? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Number Number meets 
falls short or exceeds 
of expectations expectations 
2. Is the quality (how good) of programs provided to clientele groups 
consistent with your county goals? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Quality Q,uality meets 
falls short or exceeds 
of expectations expectations 
3 .  Is the distribution of programs to various clientele groups consistent 
with your county goals? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Distribution Distribution 
inconsistent consistent 
with goals with goals 
4. Is your County Extension Service successful in meeting goals which are 
relevant to your county's specific needs? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
5 .  Does your County Extension Service obtain maximum output from programs 
provided to clientele groups? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
6. Is your County Extension Service successful in meeting the overall goals 
of the Iowa Cooperative Extension Service (e.g., goals identified at the 
area level which may or may not be relevant to your county's needs)? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
13 
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One general goal of Extension is to provide information and education through direct 
participation in Extension programs and activities. To what extent: 
7. Are individuals and groups in your county receiving these direct benefits 
from County Extension Service programs? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
8. Are there some individuals and groups in your county that should be 
receiving direct benefits from Extension Service programs in your county 
but are not receiving direct benefits? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Very few Some clientele Many clientele 
clientele 
9. In all organizations, including Extension, some time must be devoted to 
activities which are not directly related to the organizational mission. 
These activities can be thought of as "routine maintenance"—like changing 
the oil in your car. To what extent is staff time in your county devoted 
to activities where county clientele are not directly involved or 
receiving benefits; i.e., staff training, filing reports, planning future 
programs? 
I  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  1 0  1 1  
Very little Sometime A great deal 
time of time 
10. As was suggested in (9) above, organizations like Extension must sometimes 
use their resources inefficiently. Professional staff, for example» may be 
asked to conduct programs on topics for which they have had little 
previous training. To what extent is this true in your county? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
11. Given your special knowledge of the Extension Service in your county, how 
would yôu rate its overall performance? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Poor Mixed Fair Good Outstanding 
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 
Please Read Carefully Before Proceeding 
1. Please answer all of the questions asked in the questionnaire, using the 
answer categories provided. This is the only way that we can insure 
that your views, as a representative of the county and the County 
Extension Council,will be recorded. If you wish to qualify your-
answers in any way, we invite you to do so in the margins, but only 
after using the answer spaces and categories provided. 
2. It Is anticipated that the questionnaire can be completed in about half 
an hour. 
3. Because you are the County Extension Council chairman and elected by 
your community to serve on the council, we are very much interested in 
your opinions about the County Extension Service in your county. 
4. Specific instructions are provided at the beginning of each new section. 
Please read these carefully. NOTE that some questions have several 
parts to them. Complete all parts of those questions. 
5. When you have completed the entire questionnaire you will find that all 
you need do is; 
A. Close the questionnaire booklet, 
B. Staple the booklet in the places indicated on the back cover, 
C. Mail (postage and addresses have already been provided). 
IN ORDER TO AVOID THE HOLIDAY MAIL DELAYS COMMON AT THIS TIME OF YEAR, PLEASE 
RETURN THE COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRE ON OR BEFORE 
•  1  
County Extension Council Chairman 
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Section I - Community Commitment — 
Listed below are questions which focus on the County Extension Service's 
commitment to work in your county. We are interested in your opinions 
on the extent to which the County Extension Service staff has a desire 
to meet the needs of individuals and groups in the county. For each 
question, circle the number which best corresponds to your response. 
To what extent: 
1. Are the programs of your County Extension Service consistent with 
your perception of the needs of people in the county? 
I 2 
To a very 
1ittle extent 
4 5 6 7 8 
To some extent 
1 0  n  
To a very 
great extent 
2. Do Extension staff members in your county 
(a) Really want to meet the 
needs of people in the 
county? 
(b) Have a strong desire to 
work in the county? 
(c) Exert high levels of effort 
on behalf of people in the 
county beyond minimal job 
expectations? 
To a very 
little extent To some extent 
(Circle your answer) 
To a very 
great extent 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
(d) Exhibit a sense of pride in 
working for the Extension 
Service in the county? 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
(e) Exhibit a feeling that the 
county's problems are their 
problems? 5 0 n O 10 I ! 
Section II - Community Involvement 
The following set of questions is concerned with the relationship between 
County Extension staff and individuals and groups In your county. We want 
to know your feelings about the level of involvement of county residents in 
planning and Implementing Extension programs and the Extension staff's 
involvement In community activities other than those sponsored by the 
County Extension Service. 
2 
To whafe extent: 
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1. Do people in your county 
(a) Take an active part in 
planning Extension programs 
with Extension staff 
members? 
(b) Take an active part in 
carrying out Extension 
programs with Extension 
staff members? 
(c) Have a clear understanding 
regarding the mission 
of the County Extension 
Service? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent! 
(Circle your answer) 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
Do Extension staff members in your county participate in community affairs 
beyond those programs sponsored by the County Extension Service? 
To a very 
little extent 
4 5 6 7 E 
To some extent 
10 11 
To a very 
great extent 
Section Ml - Community Support for Extension 
This section of questions i s  d i rec ted  tcvvsrd  ob ta in ing  Informat ion  on  the  
level of support that the County Extension Service is receiving from the 
county and how the Extension Service compares with other community organize 
tions that may provide similar programs. 
To what extent: 
1. Would you like to see people in your county have more control of the 
County Extension Service's 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
(a) Programs? 123456789 10 11 
(b) Budget? 123456/89 10 11 
(c) Selection of priority groups? 123456789 10 11 
To what extent: 
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2. Does your County Extension Service do a good job in 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
U) Planning programs to meet (Cirole your answer) 
the needs of people 
in your county? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(b) Providing programs which 
meet the needs of 
people in your 
county? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
(c) Responding quickly to 
, 2 3 4, s ? e, 
3. Is your County Extension Service staffed with competent personnel? 
1 2 
To a very 
little extent 
3 4 5 6 7 3 9  1 0  1 1  
To some extent To a very 
great extent 
4. In comparison to other tax-supported organizations in your county, is 
your County Extension Service worthy of the public support (tax monies) 
it receives to carry out its mission? 
I 2 
To a very 
little extent 
3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
To some extent 
10  11  
To a very 
great extent 
5 .  Does your County Extension Service 
(a) Give prompt service to 
people in the county? 
(b) Really take care of the 
problems people have? 
(c) Give fair treatment to 
people in the county? 
(d) Avoid making mistakes? 
(e) Correct mistakes? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  n  
1  2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  
1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
6. Do you believe in the philosophy of the Extension Service in your 
county? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  
To a very To some extent 
1 !tt!O AVfAnf 
1 0  1 1  
To a very 
great extent 
To what extent: 
4 
7. Does your County Extension Service^compare with other government agencies 
and business organizations (private enterprise) on the following items? 
Decide which organization or set of organizations is better on each item 
and place an X in the appropriate cells. If you cannot decide which is 
better for a given item, place an X in the All the Same cell. For example, 
if you feel that business organizations are better at giving prompt 
service to people in the county, you would place an X in the cell which 
corresponds to business organizations for this item (see sample below). 
Sample : (o) Giving prompt service to 
people in the county 
(a) Giving prompt service to 
people in the county 
(b) Really taking care of the 
people who have problems 
(c) Giving fair treatment to 
all groups in the county 
(d) Avoiding mistakes 
(e) Correcting mistakes 
(f) Providing educational 
assistance to increase 
the efficiency of 
agricultural production. 
(g) Designing and implement­
ing educational programs 
to enhance the growth and 
development of youth. 
(h) Providing educational 
assistance to local 
officials in designing 
and implementing community 
development projects. 
(i) Providing educational 
assistance to enable 
individuals and groups 
to improve the quality 
of their home and family 
life. 
Extens i on 
Service 
Better 
Other 
Govt. Agencies 
Better 
Business 
Organizations 
Better 
Al1 the 
Same 
X 
5  
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8. Given your special knowledge of the Extension Service in your county, how 
would you rate its overall performance? 
12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 II 
Poor Mixed Fair Good Outstanding 
Section IV - Extension's Impact on Community 
In this section we want you to respond to questions which ask about the 
impact of Extension programs on individuals and groups in your county. 
We are Interested In your perceptions of the level of success of Extension 
programs in really meeting the needs of county residents. 
To what extent; 
1. Are people in your county receiving direct benefits from Extension Service 
programs in the county? 
1  2  3  4  5  6  7  8  9  10  11  
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
2. Are there some people in your county that should be receiving direct 
benefits from Extension Service programs in the county but are not receiving 
direct benefits? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
To a very To some extent To a very 
little extent great extent 
3. Are you satisfied with the impact that the County Extension Service is 
having on your county in terms of the following 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(a) Quantity (number) of (Circle your answer) 
educational programs 
provided to groups In your 
county? 1 23456789 10 11 
(b) Quality (how good) of 
educational programs 
provided to groups in 
your county? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1  
(c) Balanced distribution of 
educational programs to 
various groups in your county? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 '0 i i 
• 6 
To what extent; 
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4. Is your County Extension Service Kàving an impact on the following groups 
in your county? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
(a )  Rura l  res idents  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(b) Urban residents 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(c) Lower  income ( rura l )  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(d) Higher  income ( rura l )  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(e) Lower  income (urban)  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(f) Higher  income (urban)  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(g) Racia l /e thnic  minor i t ies  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(h) The young 1 2 3 4 5 .6 8 9 10 1 
( i )  The  middle-aged  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
0) The e lder ly  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(k) Large  fa rmers  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
(1) Smal l  fa rmers  1 2 3 4 5 6 8 9 10 1 
5. How would you rate the overall impact that the County Extension Service is 
having on your county? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
Poor Fair Good Outstanding 
Section V - The County Extension Council Chairman 
This set of questions is designed to obtain information about the background 
characteristics of County Extension Council chairmen in Iowa and their level 
of participation and Involvement in Extension and other community organiza­
tions. We want to know more about the people who have been elected by their 
community to represent them on the County Extension Council. 
What Is your; 
1. Age? 
2. Marital status? 
( ) Single 
( ) Married 
( ) Divorced or separated 
( ) Widowed 
7 
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What is your: 
3. Family size (number of people in household including self)? .———-
k. Primary occupation? 
5 .  Level of education? (Please circle the highest grade you completed in 
school) 
Elementary 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
High school 
College 
9  1 0  1 1  1 2  
6. Sex? ( ) Male ( ) Female 
7 .  Place of residence? ( ) Farm ( ) Non-farm 
8. Community's population? 
9 .  How many years have you lived in the county? __ 
To what extent; 
10. Do you actively participate in the 
1 3  1 4  1 5  1 6  or more 
(a) Formulation of policy (e.g., 
establishment of goals and 
directives) for your 
County Extension Service? 
(b) Making of major decisions 
(e.g., establishing new 
programs, budget alloca­
tions, and hiring staff) in 
your County Extension 
Service? 
To a very To a very 
little extent To some extent great extent 
(Circle your answer) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
11. In hew many community organizations other than the County Extension 
Service do you 
(a) Serve or belong? ' 
(b) Participate actively? 
(c) Hold leadership roles? 
(d) Participate in the formulation of policy? 
Business Reply Mail! 
No Postage Stamp Necessary it Mailed in the United States 
Postage will be paid by 
Iowa State University 
I SU Mail Center 
Ames, Iowa 500111 
First Class 
Permit No. 675 
Ames, Iowa 
P-385 
(Pre-contacting letter from Extension) 
December 2, 1977 
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ÎOM/Cl StCltC UmVCrSltlj of Sdma and Technoloi 
Cooperative Extension Service 
Administrative Offices 
@ Ciirliss Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Telephone 5l5-2*M-780() 
Dear Co-Workers: 
As you know, faculty and staff have been considering alternative ways of obtaining 
data related to our effectiveness and impact in Extension. A handbook has been 
completed on ways of obtaining effectiveness and impact information. Those who 
attended the seminar on assessment and impact last June reviewed the preliminary 
draft of the handbook and were receptive to the proposal that we try to obtain a 
variety of types of data related to our impact at the county level. Several 
participants suggested, including those on the seminar program, that we should 
be asking council chairpersons what people at the local level know and think 
about our programs and how we can better meet their needs. 
Faculty in the Department of Sociology, in cooperation with ES staff and 
administrators, have been working on a questionnaire that will be sent to CEDs 
and chairpersons of county councils. We wanted to let you know about this 
study before the CEDs and council chairpersons are contacted. 
The questionnaires will ask about perceptions of impact at the county level, 
how Extension functions and operates at the county level, and about interaction 
between county staff and area and state staff. Both CEDs and council chairpersons 
will be assured by the researchers that their confidentiality will be protected 
and that information provided on the questionnaire will ever be associated with a 
particular person. You will be sent a copy of the questionnaire that will be sent 
to CEDs and council chairpersons in order to keep you informed. At a later time, 
the researchers will be contacting you and ask you to complete a shorter question­
naire. Your questionnaire will be primarily oriented toward your perception of 
have questions or feel any concern about the project. The researchers will 
provide us with feedback later in the year and hopefully we will be able to make 
use of this in assessing our programs. Feel free to call the researchers and if 
you have any questions they are Charles Mulford, Richard Warren, and Gerald 
Klonglan in the Department of Sociology (515-294-8124). 
Enclosed are copies of the letters that are being sent to CEDs and council 
chairpersons. Copies of the questionnaires will be forwarded to you as soon 
as they are packaged and before they are mailed to the respondents. 
Our goal is to send the questionnaires out during the week of December 11-17, 
1977. Thank you in advance for your cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Ronald C. Powers 
Assistant Director, 
Cooperative Extension Service 
iy-i 
AND JUSTICE FOR ALL 
huqi.uns and activities of Conpfulive i «icnMon Service are 
.ivjiiaDip 10 all poli^ iilial Clientele without tegaiO to race color 
vt 0( national onqm Anyone who leels discriminated 
aqamst snwo seno a complaint witrxn 180 days io the j Secretary or AgriCuitu'e wasmngton DC 202SO 
(Pre-contacting letter from Extension) 
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Cooperative Extension Service 
loWfl StCitC University of science and Technology Ames, Iowa 50011 
Administrative Offices 
@ Cuiliss Hall 
rclephone M.VZW-VWK) 
December  5 ,  1977 
Dear Co-Workers: 
As you know, we in Extension are very much interested in how our programs 
and ways of reaching people at the local level are received today. During 
our seminar on the assessment of impact last June, it was suggested that we 
should be obtaining information at the county level and from Extension 
Council persons about our programs. As a first step in this direction, 
researchers in the Department of Sociology, who assisted and helped conduct 
the seminar in June, have developed a questionnaire for CEDs and one for 
chairpersons of County Councils. These questionnaires will ask about your 
perceptions of impact at the county level, perceptions of priorities, your 
views about the functioning of Extension and about your interaction and 
contacts with area personnel. We are interested in your views because of 
your position at the county level. You can be assured that your confi­
dentiality will be protected and that nothing you say will ever be 
associated with you or your position personally. Of course, the same 
goes for your council chairperson. 
We hope that you will cooperate with the researchers by filling out the 
questionnaire and encourage your council chairpersons to do the same if 
they have questions. You will receive your questionnaire, in the mail, 
in a few days. Feel free to call the researchers if you have any concerns 
about the questionnaires. The researchers will provide us with feedback 
later during the year. Thank you in advance for your help and cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
Ronald C. Powers 
Assistant Director, 
Cooperative Extension Service 
RCP/dd 
AND JUSTICE FOR ALL 
Pitujf.jinv .jiiii M fiviiifs itl I *icns»on Sefvicf arf 
lu .III pkiii'iiiMi ciifMii'ir «iinout 'cgdro lo 'ace coio' 
SKI ()• n.iliiiiMi ii'tgin Anyo'if «no leeis OiscnmmaKd 
rfu-iinsi snDuhl send j i ompUmt wiinm )80 dayi lo the 
Secfflary olAyftcuitunf Washington OC 20?I>C 
^^ P^re-contaeting letter from Extension) 
Cooperative Extension Service 
ÎOWÏI StCltC University of science and Technology |||a Ames, Iowa 5001Î 
Administrative ( jffices 
@ Ciirtiss Hall 
Telephone 515-294-7800 
December 5, 1977 
Dear Council Chairperson: 
We in Extension are very much interested in how our programs and ways of 
reaching lowans are received. We think that we can obtain many insights 
and ideas about Extension by asking people who are involved in Extension 
at the local level to think about these issues. 
Researchers in the Department of Sociology at Iowa State University have 
developed a questionnaire to be filled out by County Extension Directors 
and one for County Extension Council chairpersons. The questionnaire, 
which you will receive in a few days, will ask you to indicate your 
opinions about programs, priorities, and operations at the local level. 
Naturally, your confidentiality will be protected and nothing that you 
say will ever be associated with you as a person. We hope that you will 
cooperate by filling out the questionnaire. Please feel free to call 
the researchers in the Department of Sociology if you have questions or 
if you need some information to help you complete the questionnaire. We 
will be receiving some feedback from the researchers later this year and 
we hope that this will be useful as we look ahead. Thank you in advance 
for your help and cooperation. 
Sincerely, 
^^(rncdcuc. 
Ronald C. Powers 
Assistant Director, 
Cooperative Extension Service 
RCP/dd 
AND JUSTICE FOR ALL 
Piagums and aciiviltes nt Coopetahve {iiensmn Service are 
avaiianie lo an poieniui clientele without regard to race, color 
sex or national ortgm Anyone who teeis discriminaie<l 
snouto seno a comyamt witmn iBO oays to ine 
Secretary ol Agriculture Washington OC 20250 
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(Preliminary letter from researchers) 
loWfl StfltC University of Sdcnce and Technology II Ames, Iowa 50011 
Department of Sociology and Anthropolog' 
103 East Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-6480 
December 9, 1977 
(Personalized inside address 
and salutation) 
We are writing this letter to ask for your cooperation in our study on 
Extension in Iowa. As you know, we have been asked to make suggestions 
about doing evaluation based on our review of work completed by others and, 
toward that end, we presented a workshop on evaluation with Extension 
personnel last June 1-2, 1977- This year. Extension administrators have 
encouraged us to continue our work by using our evaluation model as a 
guide in obtaining data about the operation of Extension. 
This year, we will be trying to find out all that we can about Extension at 
the County level. We are interested in the County operation in general, 
not in the work of any particular staff member. We are asking you to 
complete this questionnaire because of your position and knowledge. While 
you may think about consulting with other county staff, we hope that you 
keep this to a minimum. We know how busy life gets at this season, and 
fear that delays will result unless you fill out the questionnaire quickly 
and return it to us as soon as possible. 
We are sending you this questionnaire, and one to your County chair, in 
order to obtain both of your ideas and opinions about Extension at the County 
level. In addition, we will be interviewing all area directors. We hope 
that by including you, your chair, and your area directors that we will be 
able to learn a great deal. 
Our goals are to find out as much as we can about Extension at the County 
level in all Iowa counties and to find out how and why counties differ. 
We will send you a concise summary of key results in the spring. We will 
also provide others in Extension with feedback during the upcoming year. 
Your help will assist us in completing our work and fulfilling our 
responsibilities on evaluation. We have pretested the questionnaire and 
think that you should be able to complete it in about 30 minutes. In order 
for us to meet our work schedule, we hope that you will complete the 
questionnaire and mail it back to us on or before December 19, 1977-
2 
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Of course, nothing that you say will ever be associated with you personally 
or even with your county. A code number is placed on the questionnaire 
only to help us keep track of returned questionnaires. 
If you have questions about the study, why don't you call or stop by and 
talk to one of us. We'll be glad to answer any questions that you may 
have. 
In closing, we want you to understand that your participation in this study 
is voluntary. No one will force you to fill out the questionnaire if you 
do not wish to do so. But we do wish to point out again just how much we 
are depending on the help of people like yourself. Thank you In advance for 
helping us. We really do appreciate it. 
Cordially, 
iichoiAd Û ^ CUM/VJ MuaJtd E. KIcm@ 
Charles L. Mulford Richard D. Warren Gerald E. Klonglan 
Professor in Sociology Professor in Sociology Professor in Sociology 
Enclosure; (1) Questionnaire for CED 
(Preliminary letter from researchers) 
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îoWfl StfltC iJlllVCrSlt^ of Science and Technolo Ames, Iowa 50011 
Department of Sociology and Anthropolog' 
103 East Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-6480 
December 9, 1977 
(Personalized inside address 
and salutation) 
You received a communication a few days ago about our research project to assist 
Extension in obtaining more information about the perceptions that County Extension 
Council Chairpersons have with regard to the operations and impact of Extension 
at the county level. Because of the importance of your position on the county 
Extension council, we are requesting that you complete this questionnaire and 
return it to us as soon as possible. County Extension Directors and Area Extension 
Administrators are also cooperating in this work. 
Your opinions and ideas about Extension at the county level are very important and 
necessary input into program planning, development and implementation. They are 
also important for developing short courses for Extension professionals and for 
getting some estimates of Extension's impact at the county level. 
Your participation in this research is voluntary but we can't overemphasize the 
importance of the information that we are asking you to share with us. You can be 
a s s u r e d  t h a t  n o t h i n g  y o u  s a y  w i l l  e v e r  b e  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  y o u  a s  a  p e r s o n  o r  w i t h  
your county. We have placed a code number on the questionnaire for the purpose 
of keeping track of the questionnaires that have been returned. 
We are aware of your busy schedule but hope that you will find time to fill out the 
questionnaire and return it to us on or before December 19, 1977. If you have any 
questions about our work or the questionnaire; please fee) free to call us and we 
will be more than happy to answer your questions. 
Thank you in advance for cooperating in this very important research project. 
Cordial I y, 
Charles L. Mulford 
MiaoJCL B. 
Professor in Sociology 
Richard D. Warren 
Professor in Sociology 
Gerald E. Klonglan 0 
Professor in Sociology 
Enclosure: (1) Questionnaire 
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Dec. 16, 1977 
Dear (personalized salutation) 
One week ago I mailed questionnaires to all County 
Extension Directors in Iowa seeking their opinions of 
Extension field operations and Inçact at the county level. 
I am pleased that so many of you have coi^ leted and returned 
the questionnaire. However, a few of the questionnaires 
hawe not been returned. If you have not had an opportunity 
to cosçlete and return the questionnaire, please do so as 
soon as possible. If you have misplaced your questionnaire, 
let sie krow and I'll send you another ri^ t away (515-25U-
Dear (personalized salutation) 
One week ago I mailed questionnaires to ^1 County 
Extension Council Chairmen in Iowa seeking their opinions 
of Extension field operations and impact at the county 
level» I as pleased that so Biany of you have consisted and 
returned the questionnaire. However, a few of the ques­
tionnaires have not been returned. If you have not had an 
opportunity to con l^eta asd rôtuiii the questionnaire, please 
do so as soon as possible. If you have misplaced your ques-
i^omair  ^let me know and I'll send you another right away 
812U). 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
Dec. 16; 1977 
Thank you for your cooperation. 
(Follow up letter) 175 
Iowa State UmVersi't of Science and Technology Ames. Iowa 50011 
Department of Sociology and Anthronoloi; 
103 
 
Hast Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-6480 
December  27 ,  1977 
(Personalized inside address 
and salutation) 
We a re  sending  you th i s  l e t te r  to  remind you tha t  we need  you 
to  comple te  the  ques t ionnai re  on  County  Extens ion  opera t ions  
and  impact .  We know how busy  you a re  but  hope  tha t  you wi l l  
coopera te  in  our  work .  We need  to  hear  f rom each  CED in  Iowa 
and  County  Counci l  Extens ion  Chai rperson .  
I f  you  have  ques t ions  about  the  s tudy  or  the  ques t ionnai re ,  
p lease  fee l  f ree  to  ca l l  me and  I w i l l  be  p leased  to  ta lk  wi th  
you.  Again ,  we would  l ike  to  remind you tha t  your  informat ion  
wi l l  be  conf ident ia l  and  no  one  wi l l  ever  assoc ia te  anyth ing  
tha t  you say  wi th  you or  your  county .  
Thank you in  advance  for  he lp ing  us  comple te  th i s  work  wi th  
Extens ion .  
Most  cord ia l ly ,  
Charles L.  nul  ford 
Professor 
Socio logy 
CLM:df  
Enc .  
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(Follow up letter) 
loWd StdtC UniVCrSlflj of Snem e and Tcchnolofjy 
K 
Antes, loviv 5IH)II 
Department of Sociology and Anthropoloi; 
103 East Hall 
Telephone: 515-294-6480 
December 27, 1977 
(Personalized inside address 
and salutation) 
We a re  sending you th i s  l e t te r  to  remind you tha t  we have  not  
rece ived  your  comple ted  ques t ionnai re .  We need  your  op in ions  
and  informat ion  in  order  for  us  to  comple te  our  work  wi th  
Extens ion .  
I t  i s  necessary  tha t  we hear  f rom each  CED and  County  Extens ion  
counci l  cha i rperson  in  Iowa.  We do  know how busy  your  schedule  
may be  a t  th i s  t ime of  the  year ,  bu t  we hope  tha t  your  in te res t  
in  Extens ion  wi l l  encourage  you to  he lp  us .  I f  you  do  have  any  
Cordia l ly  
êhoi/UM^ t/- TïUd^oL 
Char les  L .  Mulford  
Professor  
Socio logy 
CLM:df  
Enc .  
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APPENDIX B; DESCRIPTIVE STAÏISTICAL INFORMATION ON 
INDEXES OF THEORETICAL CONCEPTS 
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Table B.l. Goal attainment index frequency distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 0 00.00 
4 1 01.10 
5 0 00.00 
6 2 02.20 
7 12 13.19 
8 22 24.18 
9 42 46.15 
10 11 12.08 
11 1 01.10 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 8.545 Actual range = 4-11 Skewness = -0.950 
Standard deviation = 1.045 Kurtosis = 1.810 
Table B.2. Productivity index frequency distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 1 01.10 
3 0 00.00 
4 2 02.20 
5 0 00.00 
6 4 04.40 
7 9 09.89 
8 27 29.67 
9 30 32.97 
10 18 19.77 
11 0 00.00 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 8.214 Actual range = 2-10 Skewness = -1.561 
Standard deviation = 1.357 Kurtosis = 4.279 
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Table B.3. Impact index frequency distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 0 00.00 
4 1 01.10 
5 1 01.10 
6 4 04.40 
7 9 09.89 
8 14 15.38 
9 35 38.46 
10 21 23.08 
11 6 06.59 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 8.809 Actual range = 4-11 Skewness = • 1.009 
Standard deviation = 1.371 Kurtosis = 1.104 
Table B.4. Adaptation (task activity resources) index frequency 
distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 0 00.00 
4 1 01.10 
5 4 04.40 
6 16 17.58 
7 17 18.68 
8 18 19.78 
9 20 21.98 
10 14 15.38 
11 1 01.10 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 7.858 Actual range = 4-11 Skewness = -0.242 
Standard deviation = 1.503 Kurtosis = -0.866 
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Table B.5. Adaptation (system support) index frequency distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 1 01.10 
3 0 00.00 
4 0 00.00 
5 2 02.2u 
6 2 02.20 
7 6 06.59 
8 28 30.77 
9 34 37.36 
10 14 15.38 
11 4 04.40 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 8.575 Actual range = 2-11 Skewness = -1.650 
Standard deviation = 1.309 Kurtosis = 5.394 
Table B.6. Intra-organizational commitment index frequency distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 0 00.00 
4 0 00.00 
5 0 00.00 
6 1 01.10 
7 2 02.20 
8 13 14.29 
9 18 19.78 
10 48 52.75 
11 9 09.88 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 9.458 Actual range = 6-11 Skewness = -1.096 
Standard deviation = -.983 Kurtosis = 1.462 
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Table B.7. Extra-organizational commitment index frequency distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 2 02.20 
4 1 01.10 
5 0 00.00 
6 0 00.00 
7 2 02.20 
8 11 12.09 
9 18 19.78 
10 34 37.36 
11 23 25.27 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 9.442 Actual range = 3-11 Skewness = • -2.330 
Standard deviation = 1.557 Kurtosis = 7.276 
Table B.8. Intra-organizational integration index frequency 
distribution 
Index 
values 
Frequency 
Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 1 01.10 
4 0 00.00 
5 1 01,10 
6 3 03.30 
7 15 16.47 
8 25 27.47 
9 31 34.07 
10 13 14.29 
11 2 02.20 
Total 91 100.01 
Mean = 8.349 
Standard deviation - 1.271 
Actual range = 3-11 Skewness = -1.237 
Kurtosis = 3.907 
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Table B.9. Extra-organizational Integration Index frequency 
distribution 
Index Frequency 
values Absolute Relative (%) 
1 0 00.00 
2 0 00.00 
3 0 00.00 
4 6 06.59 
5 7 07.69 
6 7 07.69 
7 10 10.99 
8 23 25.28 
9 24 26.37 
10 13 14.29 
11 1 01.10 
Total 91 100.00 
Mean = 7.820 Actual range = 4-11 Skewness = -0.718 
Standard deviation = 1.810 Kurtosls = -0.207 
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APPENDIX C: STATISTICAL INFORMATION FOR ASSESSING THE 
RELIABILITY OF EACH VARIABLE INDEX 
Table C.l. Internal consistency reliability coefficients for indexes of theoretical concepts 
and minimum-maximum Item-total correlation for each index 
Item-total 
correlation 
Indexes # of items 
Goal attainment 
Produc t ivi ty 
Impact 
Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 
Adaptation 
(System support) 
Intra-organizational 
Commitment 
Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
Intra-organizational 
Integration 
Extra-organizational 
Integration 
9 
4 
5 
11 
Alpha Standardized alpha Min Max 
.790 
.834 
.842 
.819 
.861 
.846 
.950 
.880 
.736 
.789 
.835 
.845 
.826 
.899 
.866 
.953 
.895 
.721 
.348 
.514 
.586 
.383 
.456 
.468 
.736 
.504 
.324 
.639 
.758 
.699 
.652 
.730 
.756 
.903 
.832 
.747 
Table C.2. Decompoisitlon of observed variance for each index and F-tests^ 
Total 
sample Measurement True score 
variance error variance variance 
(Sx^ ) (Suj^ ) b F-test ®^TRUE^  
Goal attainment 1.093 .230 4.752 .863 
Productivity 1.842 .306 6.020 1.536 
ibnpact 1.879 .297 6.327 1.582 
Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 2.258 .409 5.521 1.849 
Adaptation 
(System support) 1.714 .238 7.202 1.476 
Int ra-organi za tional 
C<snmltment 0.967 .149 6.490 .818 
Extra-organi za tlona1 
Commitment 2.418 .121 19.983 2.297 
Intra-organlzational 
Integration 1.615 .194 8.325 1.421 
Extra-organizational 
Integration 3.275 .865 3.786 2.410 
^Test that the variances of the true scores for each measured variable were not different 
from zero. 9 
, 90 
Requires an F-value of 1.42 to be significant at the .05 level where Fgg = 2' 
Suj 
186 
APPENDIX D: ZERO-ORDER CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EFFEC­
TIVENESS VARIABLES 
Table D.l. Zero-order correlations be-.tiween effectiveness variables 
4^ 5^ 6^ 7^ 8^ 9^ 
X. Adaptation 
(Task activity-
resources) 1.0000 
X- Adaptation 
(System 
support) 
Xg Intra-organ-
izational 
Commitment 
X^ Extra-organ­
izational 
Commitment 
Xc Intra-organ-
izational 
Integration 
Xg Extra-organ­
izational 
Integration 
Xy Impact 
Xg Productivity 
Xrt Goal attainment 
.0231 .0464 
1.0000 .1269 
1.0000 
.0330 .0270 -.0361 .0351 .2195** .1522* 
.7751***-.0222 .3301*** .6641*** .1996** .5990*** 
** *** ** * ** 
.2031 .4084 .1318 .1927 .1471 .2253 
1.0000 -.0486 .4445*** .7865*** .1651* .6683*** 
1.0000 .0520 .0060 .2166 .1294 
1.0000 .5187 -.0023 .3766 
* *** 
1.0000 .1620 .8220 
*** 1.0000 .6951 
1.0000 
Significant at the .10 levèl. 
** 
Significant at the .05 level. 
Significant at the .01 level. 
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APPENDIX E; ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES AND ERRORS-IN-VARIABLES 
SOLUTIONS TO FULL AND REDUCED MODELS 
Table E.l. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to full model (total 
system effectiveness) 
Dependent variable: Goal attainment 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Error s-in-variable s 
b s.e. t-values 
X- Extra-organizational 
Integration 0.0561 0.0494 1.136 
Xe Intra-organizational ^ 
Integration 0.1110 0.0697 1.593 
X, Extra-organizational 
Commitment 0.3110 0.0874 3.558 
X„ Intra-organizational 
Commitment 0.0334 0.0918 
X„ Adaptation 
(System support) 0,1632 0.0966 1.689 
X, Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 0,0909 0.0532 1.709 
Constant 1.8134 
R^ 0.4777 
*** 
0.3638 
** 
** 
0.0721 
0.1269 
0.2985 
0.0219 
0.1931 
0.1097 
1.1379 
0.0779 
0.0930 
0.1552 
0.1290 
0.1730 
0.0765 
0.6390 
0.925 
1.364^ 
1.923"" 
0.170 
1.116 
1.434* 
** 
A t-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction considered. 
** 
A t-value of 1.67 is significant at the .05 level, direction considered. 
*** 
A t-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level, direction considered. 
Table E.2. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(total system effectiveness) 
Dependent variable; Extra-organizational integration 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variables 
s.e. t-values 
Xg Intra-organizatlonal 
Integration 
Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
Xg Intra-organizati.onal 
Commitment 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 
X. Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 
Constant 
r2 
0.0999 
0.5547 
0.0252 
-0.0529 
•0.0644 
2.4710 
0.1526 
0.1821 
0.2015 
0.2119 
0.1165 
0.1600 
0.655 
3.046 
0.125 
-0.250 
-0.553 
*** 
0.1302 0.1772 0.735 
•i 
0.6835 0.3100 2.198 
-0.0089 0.2251 -0.040 
-0.1921 0.3253 -0.589 
-0.0790 0.1211 -0.652 
2.6328 
0.2394 
** 
A t-value of 2.00 is significant at the .05 level. 
A t-value of 2,66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table E.3. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(total system effectiveness) 
Dependent variable: Intra-organizational intégration 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variables 
s.e. t-values 
Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
Xg Intra-organizatJLonal 
Commitment 
-0.1585 
0.5663 
0.1276 -1.242 -0.2376 0.2003 -1.186 
*** *** 
0.1286 4.404 0.6763 0.2260 2,993 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 0.0702 
Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 0.0096 
Constant 3.8120 
r2 
0.1496 0.469 
0.0824 0.117 
0.1492 
0.1525 0.2274 0.671 
0.0089 0.1057 0.084 
2.8183 
0.2139 
'A"A"A' 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table E.4. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(total systea'; effectiveness) 
Dependent variable: Extra-organizational commitment 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-In-variables 
s.e. t-values 
X_ Intra-organizational 
Commitment 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 
0.1676 
0.9044 
X. Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 0.0108 
0.1066 1.572 
0.0800 11.305 
0.0692 0.156 
_*** 
0.1693 
1.0427 
0,0097 
0.1459 
0.1108 
0.0888 
1.160 
9.407 
0.109 
*** 
Constant 0.0153 
0.5987 
-1.1768 
0.7300 
**^ A^ t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table E.5. Regresiîion coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(total system effectiveness) 
•Dependent variable; Intra-organizational commitment 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variable s 
s.e. t-values 
Adaptation 
(System support) 0.0946 0.0794 1.191 0.1091 0.0891 1.223 
X. Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 0.02&4 0.0691 0.412 0.0341 0.0888 0.384 
Constant 
„2 
8.4239 8.2550 
C^orrected value cannot account for any variation in intra-organizational cmnmitment. 
C^orrected value cannot account for any variation in intra-organizational ccsmnitment. 
2 Table E.6. Regresnion coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variabies solutions to full model 
(internal effectiveness) 
Dependent variable; Productivity 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variables 
s.e. t-values 
Xc Intra-organizational 
Integration 
X. Intra-organizational 
Commitment 
0.1985 
0.0848 
0.1193 
0.1543 
1.664 
0.550 
0.2245 0.1527 1.470 
0.0800 0.2272 0.352 
X- Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 
Constant 
0.1912 
4.2535 
0,0922 2.074 
0.0646 
** 
0.2306 0.1515 1.523 
3.7712 
0.0954 
A t-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction considered. 
'icie 
A t-value of 1.67 is significant at the .05 level, direction considered. 
Table E,7. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(internal effectiveness) 
Dependent variable: Intra-organizational integration 
Ordinary least squares Errors-in-variables 
Independent variables b s.e. t-values b s.e. t-values 
Xg Intra-organizational 
Commitment 0.5274 
*** 
0.1259 4.189 0 .6200 0.2249 2.760*** 
Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 0.0068 0.0824 0.083 0 .0049 0.1057 0.046 
Constant 3.3066 2 .4469 
R2 0.1480 0.2020 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table E.8. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(internal effectiveness) 
Dependent variable; Intra-organizational commitment 
Independent variable 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variables 
s.e. t-values 
X- Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) 0.0303 0.0693 0.437 0.0369 0.0884 0.417 
Constant 
2 
R 
9.2200 9.1686 
C^orrected value cannot account for any variance in intra-organizational ccmmitment. 
C^orrected value cannot account for any variance in intra-organizational ccmmitment. 
Table E.9. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordinary least squares aud errors-in-variables solutions to full model 
(external effectiveness) 
Dependent variable: Impact 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variables 
s.e. t-values 
Xg Extra-organizational 
Integration 
X, Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
0.1616 0.0527 3.066 
*** 
1.5113 0.0916 5.582 
*** 
0.2188 0.0779 2.808 
*** 
0.5091 0.1359 3.747 
*** 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 0.1509 0.1033 1.461 0.1462 0.1721 0.850 
Constant 1.4235 
0.6509 
1.0371 
0.8158 
A C-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction considered. 
'Ar'Ar'A* 
A t-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level, direction considered. 
Table E.IO. Regression coefficients., standard errors of coefficients, t-values, and R for 
ordimiry least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduced model 
(external effectiveness) 
Dependent variable; Extra-organizational integration 
Independent variables 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-values 
Errors-in-variable s 
s.e. t-values 
Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
X Adaptation 
(System support) 
0.5501 0.1758 3.129 
-0.0501 0.2089 -0.240 
_*** 
0.6730 0.2958 2.275 
-0.1886 0.3214 -0.587 
_** 
Constant 3.056(3 3.0836 
R 0.1799 0.2639 
**A t-value of 2.00 is significant at the .05 level. 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table E.ll. Regression coefficients, standard errors of coefficients, t-valuer and R for 
ordinary least squares and errors-in-variables solutions to reduc ia :(rael 
(external effectiveness) 
Independent variable 
Dependent variable; Extra-organizational amnitment 
Ordinary least squares 
s.e. t-value 
Errors-.' n-variables 
s.e. t-value 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 
*** *** 
0.9207 0.0796 11.567 1.0654 0.1076 9.897 
Constant 
_2 
1.5467 
0.5963 
2.4154 
0.7294 
***A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
200 
APPENDIX F: AN EMPIRICAL EXAMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS 
MODELS WITH SELECTED PATHS DELETED 
Table F.l. Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and R 
for revised full model (total system effectiveness) 
Dependent variables Independent variables s.e. t-values 
Xg Goal attainment Xc Intra-organizational 
Integration 
Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
.1445 
.3528 
.0785 1.839 
** 
.1476 2.390 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) .1771 .1765 1.003 
X^  Adaptation 
(Task activity resources) .1049 .0761 1.378 
.6432 
A t-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction considered. 
•it* 
A t-value of 1.67 is significant at the .05 level, direction considered. 
*rk* 
A t-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level, direction considered. 
2 
Table F,2. Iftistanclardized partial regression coefficients, standard errors, t-values and R 
for revised reduced models (total system effectiveness) 
Dependent variable» Independent variables s.e. t-values R 
Xg Extra-organizatJLonal 
Integration 
X_ Intra-organlzatJLonal 
Integration 
X, Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
Intra-organizational 
Conanitment 
Xc Intra-organizatlonal 
Integration 
X, Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
X. Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
X_ Intra-organizational 
Committment 
Xg Intra-organizational 
Commiiianent 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 
Xg Adaptation 
(System support) 
.1207 
.5487 
-.1322 
.6703 
.1700 
1.0448 
.1103 
.1519 
.1562 
.1108 
.2254 
.1446 
.1101 
.0866 
0.794 
* 
3.512 
•1.193 
2.974 
1.176 
Vf* 
*** 
9.491 
1.274 
*** 
.2668 
.2308 
.7381 
.0094 
*** 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table F.3» Unstandardized partial regression coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and R 
for revised full model (internal effectiveness) 
Dependent variables Independent variables b s.e. t-values R 
Kg Productivity Intra-organizational .2533 .1397 1.813 
Integration 
X. Adaptation .2333 .1479 1.577 
(Task activity resources) 
.1055 
*A t-value of 1.29 is significant at the .10 level, direction considered. 
A t-value of 1.67 is significant at the .05 level, direction considered. 
2 
Table F.4. Unstandardized regression coefficient, standard error, t-value and R for 
revised reduced model (internal effectiveness) 
2 
Dependent variable Independent variable b s.e. t-values R 
X_ ïntra-organizational X- Intra-organizational *** 
Integration Conmitment .6216 .2219 2.801 
.2132 
***A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. 
Table F.5. Unstandardized regression coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and R for 
revised full model (external effectiveness) ' 
Dependent variable Independent variables b s.e. t-values R 
*A"A"A' 
Dnpact X, Extra-organizational .2134 .0792 2.694 
Integration 
Extra-organizational .6125 .0694 8.828*** 
Gommitment 
.8150 
***A t-value of 2.39 is significant at the .01 level, direction considered. 
Table F.6. Iftistandiardized regression coefficients, standard errors, t-values, and R for 
revised reduced models (external effectiveness) 
Dependent variable Independent variables s.e. t-values 
Xg Extra-organizational X. Extra-organizational 
Integration Commitment .5439 .1587 3.428 
.*** 
X, Extra-organizational 
Commitment 
X_ Adaptation 
(System support) 1.0654 .1076 9.898 
*** 
.2705 
.7296 
A t-value of 2.66 is significant at the .01 level. o 
